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VENTURA RIVER RECLAMATION PROJECT, 
CALIFORNIA 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 22, 1955 
Unirep Stratres SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF 
THe COMMITYIER ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:45 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 224, 
Senate Office Building, Hon. Thomas H. Kuchel presiding. 

Present: Senators Kuchel, California; Millikin, Colorado; and 
Watkins, Utah. 

Also present: Stewart French, chief counsel and staff director; 
Goodrich W. Lineweaver, committee assistant on reclamation; Elmer 
kK. Nelson and Platt Wilson, consultant engineers; and N. D. Me 


Sherry, assistant chief clerk. 


‘ 


Senator Kucuen. The next item on the agenda is S. 926, which 
will be inserted in the record at this point, together with reports from 
the Bureau of the Budget and the Department of the Interior. 


[S. 926, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain the 
Ventura River reclamation project, California 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representative of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, for the purpose of supplying water 
for the irrigation of lands in Ventura County, California, and for municipal, 
domestic, and industrial use therein, and for other incidental beneficial purposes, 
the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain 
the Ventura River reclamation project comprising, as its principal works, 
Casitas Dam and Reservoir on Coyote Creek, Robles diversion dam on Ventura 
River, a canal to carry water from the Robles diversion dam to Casitas Reser 
voir, and other conduits and related facilities to deliver water to the lands and 
area to be served by the project. 

Sec. 2. (a) In constructing, operating, and maintaining the Ventura River 
project, the Secretary shall be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act 
of June 17, 1902, 82 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary 
thereto) except as is otherwise provided in this Act. 

(b) In furnishing water for irrigation and for municipal, domestic, and 
industrial uses from the Ventura River project the Secretary shall charge rates 
with the object of returning to the United States during a fifty-year payment 
period all of the costs incurred by it in constructing, operating, and maintaining 
the project which the Secretary finds to be properly allocable to the purposes 
aforesaid and of interest, as hereinafter provided, on the portion of the con 
struction cost which is allocated to municipal, domestic, and industrial water. 

(c) Any contract entered into under section 9, subsection (d), of the Rec- 
lamation Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187, 1193; 48 U. S. C., sec. 485 (h)) for 
payment of those portions of the costs of constructing, operating, and mait 
taining the Ventura River project which are allocated to irrigation and assigned 
to be paid by the contracting organization may provide for the repayment of the 
portion of the construction cost of the project assigned to any project contract 
unit or, if the contract unit be divided into two or more irrigation blocks, to any 
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such block over a period of not more than fifty years or as near thereto as is 
consistent with the adoption and operation of a variable payment formula, which, 
being based on full repayment within the period stated under normal condi- 
tions, permits variance in the required annual payments in the light of economic 
factors pertinent to the ability of the organization to pay. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of law to the contrary, all net 
revenues derived by the Secretary from the furnishing of water for municipal, 
domestic. and industrial use shall be applied first to the amortization of that 
portion of the cost of constructing the Ventura River project which is allocated 
to that purpose with interest on the unamortized balance thereof at the average 
rate (which rate shall be certified by the Secretary of the Treasury) paid by the 
United States on its marketable long-term securities outstanding on the date of 
this Act and thereafter to the amorization of that portion of the cost of con- 
structing the project which is allocated to irrigation but which is beyond the 
ability of the irrigation water users or their contracting organization to repay 
iis provided above 

(e) The Secretary is authorized, subject to such rules and regulations as he 
imay prescribe, to turn over to any contracting organization or to an organiza- 
tion Which is designed by it for that purpose and which is satisfactory to the 
Secretary the care, operation, and maintenance of such portions of the Ventura 
River project as are used solely or principally for the benefit of that organization. 

(f) Minimum basic facilities may be provided for the accommodation of the 
visiting public at Casitas Dam and, if responsible local interests agree to assume 
the operation and maintenance thereof, at the project reservoirs. The costs 
of such facilities shall be nonreimbursable. 

Sec. 3. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of the 
Ventura River project the sum of $27,600,000 plus such amounts, if any, as may 
be required by reason of changes in construction costs as may be indicated by 
engineering cost indices applicable to the types of construction involved herein 
and, in addition thereto, such sums as may be required to operate and maintain 
the project. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D.C., February 18, 1955. 
Hon. JAMES E. MurrRaAy, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This will acknowledge your letter of February 7, 
1955, requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 926, to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and maintain the Ventura 
River reclamation project, California. 

The Department of the Interior has not yet submitted its final report on this 
proposed project to the Bureau of the Budget under procedures prescribed in 
Executive Order 9384. Until such a report is received, this Bureau has no basis 
for appraising the merits of the proposed Ventura River project. 

Accordingly, it is recommended that the committee defer action on S. 926 
until a project report has been submitted under established procedures. 

Sincerely yours, 
DONALD R. BELCHER, 
Assistant Director. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 13, 1955. 
Hon. JAMES E. MuRRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR MurRRAY: You have requested from us a report on S. 926, 
a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct, operate, and main- 
tain the Ventura River reclamation project, California. 

This Department’s proposed planning report on the Ventura River project 
(a copy of which is attached for your information) was sent on March 16 to 
the State of California and to the interested Federal agencies for review under 
the Flood Control Act of 1944, the act of August 14, 1946, and outstanding 
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interagency agreements. Until their comments have been received and re 
viewed, we will not be in a position to make any firm recommendation with 
respect to enactment of this bill. We likewise defer until that time any recom 
mendations for its amendment. This interim report, therefore, is confined to a 
summary statement concerning the nature of the proposed project, its cost, its 
economic feasibility, and its repayment prospects. 

The Ventura project area, which encompasses the city of Ventura and a 
relatively long, narrow strip of land west of the city, is on California’s southern 
coast in Ventura County, about 60 miles northwest of metropolitan Los Angeles. 
There has been a rapid expansion of population in the project area. The project 
is multiple-purpose in character, involving primarily the storage of water from 
Ventura River and Coyote Creek in the proposed Casitas Reservoir for irriga- 
tion and municipal and industrial water. In addition, it would provide important 
fish and wildlife and recreational benefits and incidental flood-control benefits. 

Rainfall is deficient in the project area during the growing season. Runoff 
of streams is erratic and the area is subjected to prolonged droughts. Many of 
the lands currently irrigated experience serious shortages of water. The city 
of Ventura has outgrown a reliable water supply and is now frequently forced 
to pump water from three wells located along the oceanfront which are sub 
ject to salt-water intrusion. There is, in short, need for stream regulation to 
provide additional water to stabilize the present economy, to irrigate new lands, 
to supply new industries, and in general to provide for a rapidly expanding 
economy. 

The proposed project would aid the general situation by providing an addition 
to the area’s water supply of 27,800 acre-feet annually, including 800 acre-feet to 
be obtained from the existing Matilija Reservoir. It is estimated this supply 
will be adequate to supply area needs during the 50 years following initial 
operation of the project. 

During the first 50-year period of project operation it is estimated that 60 per- 
cent of the total water made available would be used for irrigation and 40 
percent for municipal and industrial purposes. At the end of the first 20-year 
period of project operation it is estimated that maximum irrigation develop- 
ment will have been reached and 15,000 acre-feet will be needed at that time for 
that purpose. At the same time 5,000 acre-feet would be utilized for municipal 
and industrial purposes. Urban and industrial water use would continue to 
increase and use for irrigation would gradually decrease until at the end of a 
50-year period 15,600 acre-feet would be used for municipal and industrial pur- 
poses and 12,400 acre-feet for irrigation. Lands to be served by the project con- 
sist of about 20,200 acres. Under full development it is estimated that 12,600 
acres would be irrigated and 7,600 acres would be utilized for municipal and 
industrial development. Under present conditions about 4,000 acres are irri- 
gated: approximately 5,900 acres are developed for urban and industrial uses; 
and over 10,300 acres are used for grazing, are dry-farmed or are idle. 

The project facilities that would be constructed by the Federal Government are 
Casitas Dam and Reservoir on Coyote Creek, a tributary to the Ventura River; 
Robles diversion dam on the Ventura River; Robles-Casitas Canal; and the main 
conduit system consisting of 33 miles of pipelines, 7 pumping plants, and 6 bal- 
ancing reservoirs. The Robles diversion dam would divert surplus flows through 
the Robles-Casitas Canal for storage and regulation in the Casitas Reservoir. 
Water would be released as required from the reservoir into the main conduit 
system for delivery to distribution systems. Some of the distribution facilities 
are existing; others needed would be constructed by the water users and would 
not be financed by Federal funds. Operation of the existing Matilija Reservoir 
located upstream on the Ventura River would be coordinated with operation of 
Casitas Reservoir. 

Based on the contemplated development, full use of the water that would be 
made available by construction of the recommended project would not be realized 
for a number of years after completion of the project works. As a result, the 
possibility of initial construction of a smaller dam and reservoir with provision 
for future enlargement as water needs increased was investigated. After careful 
consideration of the technical and economic factors involved, it was concluded 
that initial construction of a reservoir of 250,000 acre-feet capacity is the most 
desirable plan. Other considerations such as the more rapid growth of the 
project area than contemplated, the probable extension of the service area 
boundaries, the probable future urban and suburban expansion into nonirrigable 
foothill areas which areas have not been considered in the studies for future 
water requirements, and possible heavier industrial demands than estimated 
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all tend to support the decision to construct initially to the 250,000 acre-foot 
capacity. = : i 

The cost of the Ventura River project based on January 1954 prices, which are 
approximately the same as current prices, is estimated to be $27,669,000, including 
$169,000 for minimum recreation facilities as estimated by the National Park 
Service. The $169,000 figure includes $67,500 for the acquisition of 675 acres of 
Jand required for minimum basic facilities in addition to land otherwise to be 
acquired for project purposes. Further detailed studies, in accordance with the 
act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080), remain to be made of the fish and wild- 
life resources affected by the project and of measures required for their preserva- 
tion and propagation. The cost of these measures is not included in the above 
estimate. 

The $27,669,000 project construction costs tentatively are allocated to munici- 
pal and industrial water, to irrigation and to recreation in the amounts of 
$11,403,000, $15,319,000 and $169,000, respectively. The balance of $778,000 has 
been or is now being contributed by the Ventura River Municipal Water District 
for preliminary and advanced planning for the project. 

Studies indicate that project revenues from the sale of irrigation and municipal 
and industrial water together with receipts from an ad valorem tax levy in the 
project area would repay the municipal and industrial water allocation at 2.5 
percent interest in 40 years and the irrigation allocation in 50 years including 
a 10-year development period. 

The ratio of direct benefits to project cost is 1.76 to 1 and the ratio of total 
benefits to cost is 4.25 to 1. For these ratios, the benefits for an acre-foot of 
municipal and industrial water were assumed equal to the benefits for an 
equivalent amount of irrigation water. Even if municipal and industrial water 
benefits are said to be measured by the cost of the cheapest alternative method 
of providing an equivalent water supply the total project benefits would be well 
in excess of project costs with a benefit-cost ratio for municipal and industrial 
water of about 1.4 to 1.0 and a ratio of direct irrigation benefits to costs of 1.56 to 1. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to the 
submission of this report to your Committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
FrED G. AANDAHL, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior. 

Senator Kucuen. Because of the busy schedule of my friend and 
colleague, the senior Senator from California, Senator Knowland, I 
am going to interrupt the procedure of the committee in order to ask 
the Senator to speak on the project which he and I have introduced, 
the Ventura project in the State of California. 

I would like to assuage any apprehension that my senior brother 
from California may have by telling him at the outset that the legis- 
lation before us now has nothing to do with the waters of the Colorado 
River. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Senator KNowianp. Mr. Chairman, I will say that my statement 
will not take as much as 5 minutes, I believe. And I appreciate the 
courtesy, because I have some other meetings scheduled. 

I want to first of all express my sincere appreciation to the chairman 
and members of this subcommittee for scheduling committee consid- 
eration of S. 926, legislation introduced by my colleague, Senator 
Kuchel and myself, to authorize the construction of the Ventura River 
reclamation project. 

During the fall of 1954 I paid a special visit to Ventura and in- 
spected the existing plans for the Ventura River municipal district’s 
project. At that time, I was favorably impressed with the efforts put 
forward by the citizens of the communities involved, to activate the 
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fullest development of their water resources in that area, As a result 
of my studies and observations during that visit, I concluded that this 
project would have my complete support and this led to my joining with 
Senator Kuchel in the introduction of S. 926 on February 4 of this 
year. 

I am ple: ased to find that the confidence I expressed in the project 
at that time has been substantiated by the Bureau of Reclamation’s 
studies on the subject which evidence a cost-benefit ratio of 4.25 to 1. 
This ratio clearly indicates to me and, I hope, to the satisfaction of 
this committee, the economic justification and desirability of early 
construction of the Ventura River project. 

The district involved covers an area in excess of 20,000 acres of 
irrigable, urban, and industrial lands, situated in Ventura County, 
60 miles northwest of Los Angeles, off the southern coast of Cali 
fornia. This area, seldom inflicted with freezing temperatures, offers 
a favorable climate for agricultural development. The increased 
activities of agriculture and industry, encouraged by a rapidly expand- 
ing population, have alre ady brought about a distressing situ! ition that 
has exhausted existing water supplies, 

The district is currently experiencing a 10-year drought period 
which, if the history of the general rainfall pattern for the area con 
tinues, will be followed by a period of above-normal rainfall years. 
It is necessary that the water-storage facilities contemplated by the 
legislation pending here, be constructed early enough to permit storag 
of this surplus runoff, to be used in subsequent dry years. 

It is contemplated that the population growth of Ventura County 
which has approximately doubled in the past 10 years, will be con 
tinued in the future, which only emphasizes the urgent necessity for 
prompt construction of the Ventura River projects. The legislation 
pe nding here carr ies out the recommendations of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, and the project calls for the construction of the Casitas Dam, 
the Robles diversion dam, the Robles-Casitas Canal and main conduit 
system. The project has the approval of the Bureau of Reclamation, 
the Department of the Interior, the State of California, and it is 
expected that the Bureau of the Budget’s favorable report on the 
project will be before this committee within the next few days. 

Construction of the Ventura project calls for complete reimburse 
ment of Federal expenditures over a 50-year period, and contract 
negotiations between the Government and local Ventura officials 
being conducted at the present time. 

Companion legislation to S. 926 has been introduced in the House 
by Representative Charles Teague and it is expected that early action 
will be taken on this project by that body. 

Mr. Chairman, among the many letters and other communications I 
have had on this project, no criticism of the water facilities conten 
plated by this legislation has been received by me, Complete coopera 
tion on the project has been obtained from local governing officials, 
State authorities, the press, and representatives of industry, agricul- 
ture, and other interests involved. 

I would like to request that representative communications from 
some of these be inserted at this point in my remarks. 

Senator Kucner. Without objection, they will be inserted. 


64427- 
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(The material referred to follows :) 


VENTURA, CALIF., June 20, 1955. 


Hon. WILLIAM F. KNOWLAND, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

In the interests of our Ventura County populace and fully cognizant of the graves 
importance of speedy and definite approval and authorization of Senate bill 92 
and House bills 3427 and 3488 for the purpose of a Federal reclamation unde: 
taking of the Ventura River project and in view of the continued drought cond 
tions and critical water shortage in the Ventura and Ojai areas we humbly reques 
your honorable support in the forthcoming committee meeting. We furthe 
humbly beseech you to keep in session until this vital legislation has a favorabli 
chance to Clear the Congress. Ventura River project is our life’s blood. Plea 
don’t let us down. 

VENTURA COUNTY BOARD OF REALTORS. 
THOMAS C. LEFors, President. 


VENTURA, CALIF,, May 24, 1955 
Senator WILLIAM F.. KNOWLAND, 
Senate Office Building, Wash ngton, ae, 2 
se of increasingly severe water shortage in district, authorization 
a River project in present session of Congress urgently required. W: 
your cooperation in bringing about hearings at early date. 
VENTURA CHAMBER OF COM MERCI 
Gorpon K,. Linpsay, President 


Or, CHEMICAL, AND ATOMIC WORKERS 
INTERNATIONAL UNION C. I. O., 
VENTURA LOocAL 1-120, 
Ventura, Calif., May 31, 1955, 
Hon. C. F. ENGLE, 
House of Re preset ntatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: We have written you in the past urging your favorable considera 
tion and support of a water project of considerable importance to the peopl 
of the Ojai-Ventura area administered by the directors of Ventura River Munic 
ipal Water District. We wish to thank you for your efforts in promoting this 
project. 

However, it has been brought to our attention that further progress on this 
very vital project is being delayed by failure of the Bureau of the Budget to 
approve this project for hearings by appropriate committees of the Congress 

We would like to point out that approval of this project has been given by 
all State and Federal agencies concerned, including a high commendation b) 
Secretary of Interior McKay. So, again, we call on you, together with our 
Congressman from the 13th California District, to use your good offices in pre 
vailing on the Bureau of the Budget to approve this project for hearing during 
the present sessions of Congress in order that there be a minimum of delay in 
g ing an adequate water supply for our district. 

\cain thanking you for your past help, we remain, 
Yours truly, 


4 


Wa. A. BERTLES, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 
‘rom the Ventura County (Calif.) Star-Free Press, May 3, 1955] 
STATE GRANTS APPROVAL OF CASITAS DAM PROJECT 
REPORT URGES QUICK ACTION ON RESERVOIR 
The State of California today gave its full approval for the construction of a 


250,000-acre-foot reservoir at the Casitas site on the Ventura River “at the 


earliest possible date.” 





VENTURA RIVER RECLAMATION PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Director of Public Works Frank Durkee telephoned the Star-Free Press today 
to say that the State’s comments on the proposed $20 million Bureau of Re- 
clamation project on the Ventura River were being airmailed to Secretary of 
the Interior Douglas McKay. 

Construction of the Casitas Reservoir with a capacity of 250,000 acre-feet is 
not inconsistent with the objectives of the California water plan for the full 
development of the water resources of the State, Durkee informed Secrtars 
McKay. 

The recommendation on the capacity of any reservoir to be constructed, 
Durkee said, rests with the board of directors of the Ventura River Municipal 
Water District, the local agency acting for the taxpayers of the district. Secre 
tary McKay, on last March 22, forwarded to Durkee the proposed report of the 
Secretary of the Interior on the Ventura project with a request that it be 
reviewed by the department of public works through its division of water re 
SOTLTCeS, 

“T concur,” Durkee, said, “particularly in the recommendation that the Ven 
turn River project be adopted and approved and an appropriation made for 
ts construction at the earliest possible date, subject to execution of any neces 
sary contracts between the United States and local interests. It is requested 
that the report be considered as expressing the views and recommendations 
of the State of California on your proposed report on the Ventura River 
project.’ 

The estimated cost of the reservoir with a eapacity of 250,000 acre-feet i 
$20,804,000, Cost of the distribution system is estimated at about $7 million 


r 


From Ventura County (Calif.) Star-Free Press, May 4, 1955] 
ATE OF CALIFORNIA GIVES STRONG SUPPORT 


We're one more step closer today to that Ventura River water project. The 
State of California has approved it officially, fully, and, we’d say, with a showing 
of genuine enthusiasm. And has done so in about one-third of the time legally 
allotted for such comments. 

Frank Durkee, Governor Knight’s director of public works, has sent Secre- 
tary of the Interior Douglas McKay his report, an act which pretty much clears 
the way for congressional hearings on the project preliminary to a vote on the 
authorization bill. 

The proposed 250,000 acre-foot storage undertaking on the Ventura River 
is found to be consistent “with the objectives of the California water plan for 
the full practicable development of the water resources of the State,” which, 
of course, any local water plan ought to be. 

Mr. Durkee recognizes the time-urgency, the need for early construction which 
the district’s acute present water shortage presents, for he adds: 

“T concur, particularly in the recommendation that the Ventura River project 
be adopted and approved, and an appropriation made for its construction at the 
earliest possible date, subject to the execution of any necessary contracts be- 
tween the United States and local interests. It is requested that this report 
be considered as expressing the views and recommendations of the State of Cali- 
fornia on your proposed report on the Ventura River project.” 

In light of the strong factual case presented, the State of California could 
hardly do other than approve this project. However, it might have responded 
in a perfunctory manner. Governor Knight and Public Works Director Durkee, 
by voluntarily urging its construction at the earliest possible date, which the 
situation certainly calls for, have contributed further strong support. The people 
of the Ventura River Municipal Water District should appreciate their interest 
and help. 


LOARD RESOLUTION COMMENDS VRMWD 


fEXT OF RESOLUTION 


Whereas through investigations by the State division of water resources and 
by the United States Bureau of Reclamation it has been determined that the 
Ventura River Municipal Water District area (zone 1 of Ventura County flood 
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control district) will eventually require some 30,000 acre-feet of supplemental 
1 


water annually; an 

Whereas such a supply can be made available through the construction of the 
Ventura River project with a 250,000 acre-foot reservoir on Coyote Creek as 
recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation ; and 

Whereas because of the erratic rainfall pattern of the south coast area which 
is characterized by periods of subnormal precipitation lasting several years fol- 
lowed by similar periods of above normal precipitation, it is essential that water 
storage facilities be provided well in advance of the actual need for water; and 

Whereas only one good reservoir site exists in the watershed area; and 

Whereas there appears to be no other system of surface storage works which 
could be constructed on the Ventura River or on any other water course in Ven 
tura County whereby such a supply of water could be devloped at a comparable 
cost: and 

Whereas investigations show that critical water supply deficiencies particularly 
for agricultural use also exist in other areas of Ventura County; and 

Whereas it appears that substantial quantities of water developed through 
the construction of the Ventura River project may for a number of years be in 
excess of the supplemental requirements of the Ventura River area and can be 
made available to, and utilized on an interim basis by, other water deficient areas 
of Ventura County until additional facilities are constructed to more fully utilize 
local supplies available from Santa Clara River watershed or until the Feather 
River project as contemplated by the State of California or other system of works 
for the importation of water to this area is constructed ; and 

Whereas because of the above considerations it appears that the interests of 
Ventura County would best be served through the construction of water devel- 
opment facilities on Ventura River to the maximum practicable size: Now there 
fore, upon motion of Supervisor Ax and Supervisor Andrews and duly carried, 
be it 

Resolved by the Board of Supervisors of Ventura County, That construction of 
the Ventura River project with a 250,000 acre-foot Casitas Reservoir as recom- 
mended by the Bureau of Reclamation be endorsed; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Board of Directors of Ventura River Municipal Water 
District be commended for its actions to date to further plans for this construc- 
tion and that said Board of Directors be urged to continue its efforts to effect 
construction of these greatly needed water development facilities at the earliest 
possible date. 


KIWANIS CLUB OF SAN BUENAVENTURA, CALIF. 


RESOLUTION URGING AUTHORIZATION OF VENTURA RIVER PROJECT AS A RECLAMATION 
PROJEC!I 


Whereas the assured water supply in the Ventura area is insufficient to meet 
present needs or provide a basis for natural growth in the area; and 

Whereas plans developed for construction of the Ventura project by the 
Bureau of Reclamation appear to present the best means of developing an 
adequate water supply for the protection and continued development of agri- 
culture and industry : Be it 

Resolved dy the board of directors of the Kiwanis Club of San Buenaventura, 
Calif., That it urge the Congress of the United States to authorize the Ventura 
River project at its present session. 

Passed and adopted June 6, 1955. 

KIWANIS CLUB OF SAN BUENAVENTURA, CALIF., 
By Wo. P. Braprorp, President. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of Ventura, ss: 

I, William Lowe, secretary of the Kiwanis Club of San Buenaventura, Calif., 
hereby certify that the above is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted 
by unanimous vote of the board of directors of the Kiwanis Club of San Buena- 
ventura in their regular meeting held on June 6, 1955. 

WILLIAM LOWE. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 7th day of June 1955. 

[SEAL] HELEN CRAIG, 

Votary Public in and for Said County and State. 
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Senator KNowLanp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
in view of the facts set forth and the other testimony this committee 
will receive, I earnestly urge prompt and favor: able consideration of 
this water development project. I wish to thank the committee for 
its attention. 


STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS H. KUCHEL, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Senator Kucnen. The Chair will state for the record that the inces 
sant growth of California makes it necessary for the people of my 
State to keep looking ahead, planning, and building in order to meet 
the ever-expanding needs of our increasing population, ‘This is espe- 
cially true with regard to the demand for water supplies. 

The bill which you are considering today, S. 926, which I intro- 
duced in company with my colleague, Senator Knowl: and, is designed 
to relieve a situation which is becoming more acute each year and 
provide for the future development of an area that is mus shrooming 
agriculturally, indsutrially, and residentially. 

This bill would authorize the Ventura project to remedy present 
inadequacy and maldistribution of present water supplies, counteract 
threatened salt-water intrusion of wells, now the source of much of 
the supply, and provide a firm yield of 28,000 acre-feet annually. 
The works to be constructed include Casitas Dam, a structure 275 
feet high and 2,050 feet long, on Coyote Creek to store 250,000 acre- 
feet of water, Robles diversion dam on the Ventura River, and a 514,- 
mile canal from Robles Dam to Casitas Reservoir. They are ex- 
pected to meet the demands of the area to be served for the next half 
century. 

This project has been thoroughly investigated and definite assur- 
ances of required local participation have been given. 

The Ventura project is designed to meet the needs of the city of 
Ventura and a number of neighboring communities in the coastal 
area about 60 miles northwest of Los Angeles. ‘This area now is sup- 
plied from the Ventura River and three supplemental deep wells 
near the beach. ‘The present supplies are subject to great fluctuation 
so that even if this section had not been experiencing great growth 
of population, in common with the rest of southern California, there 
is urgent need for constructive action to improve the existing con- 
ditions. 

The cost of this project is well within the capacity of water users 
to repay. The estimates of the Bureau of Reclamation are that it 
can be built for $27,600,000 and the cost-benefit ratio is exceptionally 
high, being 4.25 to 1. The Ventura Municipal Water District al- 
ready has ‘paid 50 percent of the investigation cost and has entered 
a contract to advance the money for preconstruction work, including 
preparation of designs and specific ations estimated to run above 

$700,000, 

The growth of this section of California has been substantial i 
the past two decades and every available index indicates it will con- 
tinue. The area embraces important oil fields and has attracted 
chemical and related industries There is a mounting need for food 
supplies. The soil and climate are peculiarly adapted to specialty 
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crops of generally high value. Among these are fruits and nuts, 
including oranges, lemons, avocados, walnuts, and grapes. It is 
expected that nearly one-fifth of the agricultural land will be devoted 


to truck crops. fake ra 
This project is overwhelmingly justified by all tests of feasibility 
and local cooperation and is essential for the sound growth of a 
thriving section of my State. 
So. on that basis, the acting chairman will recommend favorable 
consideration by the subcommittee, by the committee, and by the 
Senate. ; 
Appearing here today, among others, is the able member of the 
House of Representatives from the area which includes the county of 
Ventura, the Honorable Charles Teague. 
Mr. Teague is intimately acquainted with the problems of water in 
that community, and I will ask him for any statement which he cares 
to make at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES M. TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Representative Teacur. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be very 
brief. 

Mr. Chairman and Senator Millikin, I should like to state first that 
[, of course, have introduced an identical bill in the House to that 
which you and Senator Knowland introduced in the Senate. Con- 
gressman Clair Engle, chairman of the House Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, also introduced an identical bill. Hearings were 
held yesterday before the House subcommittee on those bills of Con- 
gressman Engle’s and mine. 

I do live in the area. I know by first-hand knowledge of the urgent 
and critical nature of the water shortage. 

I should like to point out again the very remarkable fact, I think, 
of the splendid job which has been done by the local community in 
the matter of cooperating and getting this project moving toward, 
we hope, a successful conclusion. As Senator Kuchel has stated, over 
$750,000 of local funds have been invested to date in the matter of se- 
curing reports, preliminary planning, preconstruction work, and so 
forth. 

I should like to also point out that we have no problem here of 
power. There is no power feature in this project. I find that is some- 
times a matter of some difference of opinion among people as to who 
should operate the power facilities, and we are not involved with that 
here. I would like to have the record so show. 

Another matter which I would like to have made perfectly clear is 
that the agricultural areas which will be benefited by this project are 
not areas which produce crops which are in surplus or are a part of 
the Government-support program. So we are not involved with that 
problem. 

I have received scores, hundreds, I think I may say, of letters, reso- 
lutions, telegrams, from all sorts of organizations, communities, cham- 
bers of commerce, city councils, labor organizations, local grange, 
farm bureau, and so forth, urging the support of this project. I have 
received only one communication—and that was several months ago— 
questioning in anyway the advisability of the program. . 
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So I think it is very clear that we have a well-united local feeling 
in support of the project. 

[ should like, Mr. Chairman, if I may, to make this suggestion. We 
have several people here from Ventura who are available for questions, 
if the committee members desire to question them. It is suggested 
and I believe it is in accordance with your plans—that two of our 
members, representatives from Ventura, give very brief statements: 
but I should like to introduce the others, if I may. They have come all 
the way from California. I should like you to know who they are and 
what particular place they have in this program, With your per- 
mission, may I do that ? 

Senator Kucuen. The Chair will be delighted to have you introduce 
those representatives of the area who are here in support of the leg- 
islation. 

Representative Teague. Thank you. 

First, Mr. George Purvis, who will testify later. Mr. Purvis is the 
president of the Ventura River Municipal Water District. 

Next, Mr. Charles Pedit, who is the mayor of the city of Ventura, 
which is the principal city involved in this proposed project, and he 
is also a director of the water district. 

Mr. Robert Willard, who is general counsel for the district. 

Mr. Leland Bennett, who is engineering manager for the district. 

Dr. Thomas Bailey, who is a director and also a leading geologist 
and engineer in the area, 

Mr. Neil Ensch, who is an agriculturist who is here to testify briefly 
on agricultural problems involved. 

Dr. J. S. Flynn, who is a member of the board of directors. 


And Mr. Roy Pinkerton, who is now at the press table, who is the 
publisher of the Ventura County Star-Free Press, which is the largest 
newspaper in the area. 

Thank you very much for your courtesy, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kucuen. Thank you. 

The next witness that the Chair will call is the able Commissioner 
of Reclamation, the Honorable W. A. Dexheimer. 


STATEMENT OF W. A. DEXHEIMER, COMMISSIONER OF 
RECLAMATION 


Mr. Dexnetmer. Mr. Chairman, as Congressman Teague has told 
you, we had hearings on this project before the House subcommittee 
yesterday, and I think there was no opposition developed at all. 1 
had the opportunity of also visiting this project and was very much 
impressed not only with the critical situation on the water, but with 
the very aggressive atitude on the part of the local people in pushing 
for the project and putting up the money to do it; and also the value 
of the property and farming crops that are produced in that area, and 
which are not in any way under price supports nor in surplus supply. 

So this is, [am happy to report, one of the best, if not the best, proj 
ect both from the angle of local support and prospects for payout, 
and it certainly is the best from the standpoint of benefit-cost ratio 
that we have had to propose to the Congress since I have been Com- 
missioner. 

It isa pleasure to appear before you again to present information on 
the potential Ventura River project, California. 
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As vet, we are not ina position to submit a pli inning report on the 
project with final recomme ndations but hope to do so in the near future 
The re port of the Department of the Interior is currently being c on 
sidered by the Bureau of the Budget. Until we receive that agency’s 
comments and the report is transmitted to the Congress, we will not 
be in a position to offici: ally present the administration’s views. We 

. however, present information on the results of our studies to date 
“a we have with us Mr. John S. Hamilton, chief, development divi- 
sion, Santa Barbara Area Projects Office, Goleta, Calif., to oe nt 
technical details on the plan of development and to provide other in- 
formation that members of the committee may desire. 

The Ventura project is located on the southern coast. of California 
n the general vicinity of the city of Ventura. The area concerned is 
composed of the valley of the Ventura River and its tributaries includ 
ing the city of Ventura and a relatively long, narrow strip of land 
extending along the coast west of the city. 

This is a multiple-purpose project primarily for irrigation and 
municipal and industrial water supply. Our investigations were 
initiated on a cooperative basis at the request of the inhabitants of 
the area. So anxious are these people to obtain this project at the 

earliest possible time, they have furnished in addition to matching 
ri for the feasibility investigations all of the funds so far used for 
advanced planning. By the time the advanced planning and precon- 
struction activities are completed, they will have furnished over three 
quarters of a million dollars of their own funds for project investiga- 
tions and plans. This is truly an outstanding record of local interest 
and participation. 

The project facilities that are proposed for construction by the 
Federal Government are principally Casitas Dam and associated 
diversion and conveyance works. New distribution system facilities 
required would be constructed by the water users. The project facili- 
ties would provide 27,800 acre-feet of additional water supply annually 
on a firm basis to meet the area’s needs. 

The estimated cost of the proposed Federal works is $27,669,000, 
including $778,000 being contributed by the water users for planning 
and preconstruction purposes. All of the Federal investment would 
be rermbursable except $169,000 for minimum basic recreation facilities 
which could be nonreimbursable. Ad valorem taxes collected by the 
local municipal water district would be used to supplement the reve- 
nues received from the water users in meeting the repayment schedules. 
The $11,403,000 allocated to municipal and industrial water supply 
would be repaid to the Treasury at 214 percent interest in 40 years 
after construction. The $15,319,000 allocated to irrigation would be 
repaid without interest in 40 years following a 10-year development 
period. Revenues from sale of municipal and industrial water would 
assist in the return of costs allocated to irrigation after repayment 
of the costs allocated to municipal and industrial water. 

Continuing studies, as contemplated in our planning report, will 
probably show that a repayment schedule with smaller initial pay- 
ments and graduated increases, based primarily on the estimated 
water use over the repayment period, in lieu of the equal annual 
amounts shown in the report, with certain prescribed minimum annual 
payments, will be more acceptable to the contracting agency. I am 
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confident that a satisfactory contract can be negotiated. Benefits 
exceed costs in the ratio of 4.25 to 1. 

The Venture project has all of the essentials of a successful reclama- 
tion undertaking. There is urgent need for this development to meet 
expanding requirements for municipal, industrial, and agricultural 
water in the rapidly growing project area. Estimated be nefits exceed 
estimated costs by a wide margin, full repayment of reimbursable 
costs within a 40-year period is in prospect, and there is exceptionally 
strong local interest and support for the project and willingness to 
assume financial responsibility. The Ventura project will make a 
valuable contribution to the economic development of the West and 
the Nation as a whole. 

Senator Kucner. I am sure, Mr. Dexheimer, that the people of the 
area are grateful to you for your description of the project and for 
your testimony here today. 

Senator Millikin, are there any questions / 

Senator Mitirx1n. No. I would just like to ask: The Ventura 
River is a flashflood stream? They have big floods out there whenever 
the spring runoff comes, do they not ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Yes, sir; it is typical of the Southwest streams. 
They are almost dry at some times, and they have flash floods in heavy 
rain seasons. 

Senator Miti1Kk1n. I spent quite a little time in Ventura one time, 
and I thought I had a memory of the habits of the stream. 

Senator Kucnen. The next witness will be Mr. John Hamilton, the 
planning engineer of the Bureau of Reclamation. His headquarters 
are in Santa Barbara. 

Mr. Hamilton ? 

Mr. Dexnermer. Mr. Chairman, if there are no further questions, 
might I be excused at this time ? 

Senator Kucnuen. Yes. Thank you very much, Mr. Dexheimer. 1 
repeat my gratitude to you. 

Mr. Dexuermer. Thank you. 

Representative Tragur. Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Hamilton gets 
started, I would like to offer into the record a letter from Governor 
Knight, addressed to me. I will not read it. 

Senator Kucuen. Very well. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE, 
Sacramento, June 14, 1955 
Hon. Cu artes M. TEAGUE, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear CONGRESSMAN TEAGUE: I have learned that the subcommittee of the 
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee plans a hearing June 22 on the 
Ventura River project calling primarily for storage of water from the Ventura 
River and Coyote Creek in the proposed Casitas Reservoir for irrigation and 
municipal and industrial use. I also have learned that a similar House com- 
mittee hearing is pending. 

In view of the urgent and immediate need for supplementary water in the 
Ventura River Basin, I hope that you will give your support to this project and 
that you will urge that appropriation be made for construction at the earliest 
practicable date. 

I further urge that the capacity of the reservoir to be constructed meet with 
the desires of the board of directors of the Ventura Municipal Water District, 


64427-—55——_-3 
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of the district in seeking full, practicab 


which is acting for the taxpayers 
development of its water resources. : ‘ , 

[ know that the proponents of the project are desirous of starting construction 
it the earliest possible date in view of the urgency of the situation in Ventura 
County. and I join them in expressing the hope that the present session of Con- 
gress will act favorably upon their request. 

With the kindest personal regards, 

Cordially, : 
GOODWIN KNIGHT, Governor. 

Senator Minui«kis. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt? The Com 

ssioner tells me that the Bureau of the Budget is expected to render 

approving report within the near future. 

Senator Kucuen. Yes. I might say I do have to submit subse 
quent ly the Budge 1t Bure Ww S memor: andum to the Cc ommittee and other 
documents, which I will insert, with the understanding that the 
subsequent letter from the Bureau of the Budget will be ins erted, 


Will vou proceed, sir? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN S. HAMILTON, PLANNING ENGINEER, 
RECLAMATION BUREAU, SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 


Mr. Hamitron. My name is John S. Hamilton. I am chief of the 
development t division of the Santa Barbar: a area project office. The 
basic investigation for the Secretary’s report, which is now being 
processed, was prepared in that office. 

I would like to request permission, Mr. Chairman, to submit a 
prepared statement, and I will attempt to be very brief in my com- 
ments on that statement. 

Senator Kucure.. Without objection, the statement which you have 


prepared will be made a part of the record. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN S. HAMILTON, UNITED STATES BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


My name is John 8. Hamilton. I am Chief of the Development Division, Santa 
Barbara Area Projects Office, Bureau of Reclamation, at Goleta, Calif. The 
detailed studies and initial draft of the feasibility report on the Ventura River 
project now under consideration by your committee were prepared in that office. 

The Ventura River project is a proposed multiple-purpose development that 
will create economic opportunities for the Ventura River area of southern Cali- 
fornia and provide optimum conservation and utilization of the water and 
related resources of the Ventura River Basin. This project, as shown on the 
frontispiece, involves essentially the same area as that of the Ventura River 
Municipal Water District and is situated in Ventura County on California’s 
southern coast about 60 miles northwest of metropolitan Los Angeles. This 
development is needed to meet present water shortages and future requirements 
of an area considered in the report of the Secretary of the Interior on the 
Ventura River project that includes some 20,000 acres of irrigable, urban, and 
industrial lands within the boundaries of the Ventura River Municipal Water 
District. Subsequent to the completion of that report about 1,000 acres of 
additional irrigable land have been annexed to the district. Since this addition 
will increase the ultimate water requirements by only 5 percent, the following 
project information is based on the project area covered in the report as sub- 
mitted to you by the Secretary of the Interior. No significant changes in project 
plan will be required in order to serve this area. The investigations of the 
area’s water problems leading to this proposed project and looking toward 
early construction of the needed water supply facilities were made at the request 
of and in cooperation with the Ventura River Municipal Water District and 
represent an outstanding ex: ae of local participation in water resource de- 
velopment. The report of the Secretary of the Interior, prepared in accordance 
with Federal reclamation laws, recommends the construction of a storage 
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reservoir, diversion works, and a conveyance system, all at an estimated cost of 
$27,500,000, which, when integrated operationally with existing water supply 
facilities, will assure the area of a dependable supply to meet its needs 

Of this $27,500,000 estimated cost, the district has already paid one-half the 
cost of the feasibility investigation and is currently paying all of the cost of the 
preconstruction work by the Bureau of Reclamation leading to and including the 
preparation of plans and specifications, at a total cost to the district of $778,000 
The estimated primary benefits to be obtained by the construction of these new 
works will exceed costs in the ratio of 1.76 to 1.00; on the basis of total benefits, 
the ratio would be 4.25 to 1. All of the costs of the project are reimbursable, 
with the exception of $169,000 not included in the above total for minimum 
recreational development. ‘Those portions of project costs allocated to munic- 
ipal and industrial water service would be repaid with interest on the invested 
capital. ‘This interest would be returned to the Federal Treasury and would not 
be credited to the repayment of the irrigation allocation. 


rHE SETTING 


Essentially, the Ventura River Basin is composed of rugged mountains of the 
Coast Range, with elevations up to 6,000 feet above sea level, one main river 
valley, the Ventura River, and several side valleys which were formed by streams 
tributary to it. Included also in the project area are a relatively long, narrow 
strip extending along the coast west of Ventura, lying outside but contiguous 
with the drainage area of the Ventura River, as well as an area recently annexed 
to the district in the extreme westerly portion. 

The Ventura River is the major stream in the area. It flows about 16.5 
miles through the Ventura River Valley from its formation at the confluence 
of Matilija and North Fork Matilija Creeks to its mouth at the Pacific Ocean near 
the westerly edge of the city of Ventura Its two principal tributaries, in 
addition to Matilija and North Fork Matilija Creeks, are San Antonio Creek, 
which flows in from the east draining Ojai, Upper Ojai, anid San Antonio Creek 
Valleys, and Coyote Creek, which enters from the west after flowing through 
Santa Ana Valley. 

As is typical of the coastal region of southern California, the project area has 
a mild climate with a long, dry, warm summer season and a shorter, wet winter 
period accompanied by cooler temperatures, The mean seasonal precipitation, 
75 percent of which occurs during the months of December through March, varies 
from a minimum of about 15 inches at Ventura on the coast to 32 inches in the 
mountains. Temperatures average about 61° F. but range considerably above 
and below that figure, particularly in the more inland areas. The proximity of 
the project area to the ocean provides a moderating effect on the climate, with 
considerable fog along the coast and above-freezing temperatures all year long 
except in certain valley “pockets.”’ This favorable climate creates a long growing 
season. Some of the crops are raised during the entire year. The absence of a 
snow pack and a wide variation in both monthly and annual rainfall result in 
streamflows of widely fluctuating magnitude. 

Transportation and communication facilities for the area are excellent. 

Today, the area’s principal economic development is centered around agricul 
ture and processing of agricultural crops, oil and gas production, and commercial 
service, and recreational activities. The agricultural industry includes both 
irrigated and dry farming, together with processing of farm products. Oranges, 
lemons, walnuts, avocados, deciduous fruits, irrigated hay and pasture, and vege 
tables are the principal irrigated crops. Dyry-farmed crops include grain hay, 
barley, beans, nuts, deciduous fruits, and grapes. Three major and several minor 
oil fields are in production with the largest, the Ventura Avenue oil field, ranking 
second in the State in the quantity of crude oil produced. Various important 
industries serve the oil and gas production industry directly and indirectly. 


PRESENT DEVELOPMENT OF LAND AND WATER RESOURCES 


Within the boundaries of the Ventura River project are about 21,170 a 
arable land, including 1,050 acres recently annexed to the preject area 
extreme westerly portion of the district. Most of this land lies in the Oja 
Upper Ojai Valleys; the remainder borders the Ventura River, its tributa ; 
and the ocean shore. The city of Ventura, which is part of the district area, is 
expanding rapidly to the east of the district and looks to the Ventura Rive 
Municipal Water District for future water supplies to sustain this expansion. 
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The present use of the land within the district, exclusive of the Rincon annexa- 
tion, is shown in the following tabulation : 


Present land use 


Acres 

ae rR ARNIS ca igtis bisgt che enchant 10, 290 
Irrigated farms bisssm a a ee ee 
Urban and suburban a aca Aes Ss a Da I A a ; _ 5, 600 
Industrial ___--~- idee Scissor ba ciedisadadecia iat iglas wauiain ai dine iadia iota terasteuebiedeaeeed 270 
PT a a a a 20, 120 


The water used for the presently irrigated lands, as shown in green on plate 1, 
is obtained primarily by pumping from ground-water basins, including stream 
gravels. A smaller quantity is diverted by gravity directly from streamflows. 
The largest quantity of ground-water pumping occurs in the Ojai Valley, with 
smaller quantities in the Ventura River Valley, and negligible amounts along the 
tributary streams. In 1953 an estimated 9,200 acre-feet of water were obtained 
for agricultural use. 

Use of water for municipal and industrial purposes is concentrated largely 
in the city of Ventura and its environs. The other towns and scattered indus- 
trial developments require a smaller quantity of water. The city of Ventura 
obtains its water supply from Ventura River near Foster Park both by gravity 
and pumping from the river gravels; in addition it has three relatively deep 
wells along the ocean beach. During 1953 a total of 6,250 acre-feet was taken 
from these 2 sources, nearly SO percent of which was supplied from the river. 
In excess of 2,000 acre-feet of the city’s total supply was used by the industrial 
area in or near the Ventura Avenue oilfield. Over the last 10 years nearly 15 
percent of the city’s supply has been used for irrigation below Foster Park. 
This quantity is included in the irrigation use indicated in the preceding para- 
graph. Use of water by the other towns, including the suburban areas and 
industrial developments, outside of the city of Ventura’s service area is esti- 
mated to approximate 1,500 acre-feet annually. 

Water for irrigation and municipal and industrial uses now is obtained and 
distributed within the area by individuals, the city of Ventura, and several other 
types of organizations. Included in this latter group is the Ventura County 
Flood Control District which owns and operates the existing Matilija Dam, the 
only storage reservoir in the Ventura River Basin, and a pipeline to Ojai Valley. 
Water from that reservoir of 7,000 acre-feet capacity is released either for re- 
plenishment of the ground-water basin along Ventura River or conveyed through 
the pipeline for agricultural use or for ground-water replenishment in Ojai 
Valley. 

NEED FOR ADDITIONAL WATER 


Development of an additional firm water supply is urgently needed in the 
Ventura River project area for stabilization of present agricultural and other 
economic activities, for new irrigated lands, for new industries, a rapidly ex- 
panding population, and for new economic opportunities. Present water sup- 
plies are inadequate both for agricultural use and for municipal and industrial 
purposes. Many irrigated areas now experience serious shortages including the 
lands around: the edge of Ojai Valley normally adequately supplied from ground 
water but where wells went dry during the recent drought. The city of Ventura 
already has outgrown its water supply. Normally pumping and gravity diver- 
sion from the Ventura River supply about 6,000 acre-feet of the city’s water 
requirement but the amount available from this source has dropped as low as 
1,500 acre-feet or about 25 percent of the need. This means that the city has 
to rely heavily on its three beach wells, as a standby source of supply. When 
these wells were drilled about 6 years ago, it was known that this temporary 
source would become unusable from salt water encroachment under continued 
pumpage. Thus because of the precarious supplemental supply that the beach 
wells provide, and the wide range in the quantity obtainable from the river, the 
city of Ventura has an immediate need for a firm supplemental water supply. 

In addition to the needs of the present irrigated area and those of the 
city of Ventura, the area above Foster Park and the coastal strip need more 
water for additional irrigation, and municipal and industrial developments. 
Within the project area this would include all presently dry-farmed or idle 
land that could be irrigated if a water supply were available, and used for 
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expansion of existing communities, and commercial and industrial activities 
This expansion is continuing now and will continue in the future. Ventura 
County is receiving more than its proportionate share of the State’s grow 
ing population. People are attracted by its close geographical location to 
the metropolitan centers of southern California, its agricultural, industrial, 
and commercial opportunities, and its moderate climate and scenic attributes, 
This recent population growth is exemplified by the city of Ventura which 
constitutes about 60 percent of the population within the project area, and which 
has increased in size from about 16,000 to 25,000 in the last 10 years. Studies 
made during this investigation indicate that during the next 50 years the 
population of the city may increase to more than 80,000, accompanied by rapid 
growth throughout the remainder of the project area. The growth in popu 
lation as well as the increase in irrigated agriculture and industry is de 
pendent, however, on the availability of an adequate supply of water, which 
need the Ventura River project would provide. In the future, if an ade 
quate water supply is developed it is anticipated that 12,580 acres, inelud- 
ing small suburban farm plots would be in irrigated agriculture and approxi- 
mately 7,600 acres would be in municipal and industrial development includ- 
ing suburban uses having similar water requirement characteristics. As the 
city of Ventura continues to expand to the east, it is estimated that within 
50 years an additional 5,000 acres will be served through water made availa- 
ble by the project. Crops expected to be grown in the future on the irri- 
gated lands include citrus, avocados, walnuts, grapes, deciduous fruits, irri- 
gated pasture, alfalfa, and truck crops. 

The total supplemental water requirement estimated at the end of the 50- 
year period of analysis for agriculture, municipal, and industrial purposes 
would be about 28,000 acre-feet per year. In about 20 years the supplemental 
water requirement will total at least 20,000 acre-feet annually. It is esti- 
mated that by then the projected irrigated acreage which would use about 
three-fourth of the 20,000 acre-foot requirement will be fully developed. By 
the end of 50 years it is expected that municipal and industrial requirements 
will begin to exceed the use for irrigation. Averaged over the 50-year analysis 
period, however, irrigated agriculture would require approximately 60° per 
cent of the total supplemental water supply while the municipalities and in- 
dustries would take about 40 percent. 

Considering the history of comparable areas, the potential for growth in- 
herent in the project area, and the very rapid growth in other southern Cali- 
fornia areas when a water supply became available, the increase in use of 
water in the Ventura River project area may be even more rapid than an 
ticipated. The probable extension of the service area boundaries, future use 
of lands that are not now considered usable, and possible heavier industrial 
demands are additional considerations indicating that the need for more water 
may become more acute even sooner than present estimates contemplate. Plate 
2 depicts the estimated water demand buildup. The acreage and water re- 
quirement figures given above are those on which the recommended project 
was based. As mentioned on page 1, since that time the addition of 1,000 
acres in the Rincon addition at the extreme westerly end of the district has 
increased the anticipated water demand by 1,400 acre-feet. 

As illustrated by plate 3 the runoff of streams in the Ventura River Basin varies 
widely from year to year and is characterized by a series of drought years. 
Since the lower streamflows of the basin are presently being used and because of 
the extreme vagaries in streamflow, storage of water in reservoirs is permitted 
only during the high-flow periods. The intermittent occurrence or cyclie char- 
acteristics of high streamflows necessitates that the required reservoir capacity 
be constructed and placed in operation as rapidly as possible in order to take full 
advantage of whatever favorable runoff years may occur during the time that the 
buildup of the demand for use of water is taking place in the project area. This 
approach to timing of construction and operation is of prime importance in 
providing the needed opportunity for the storage of water that may become avail- 
able during wet years in order that the probable safe yield available from the res- 
ervoir may meet the supplemental water requirements of the area. This is par 
ticularly important prior to the time the reservoir is completely filled for the first 
time. In the Ventura River Basin only one good site for a large reservoir exists, 
namely the Casitas site on Coyote Creek, a tributary of the Ventura River. 
Proper development of this site to meet the area’s annual water needs of about 
28,000 acre-feet would require the construction of a reservoir with a capacity 
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of 250,000 acre-feet 4 250,000 acre-foot reservoir together with other project 
features would be mutually advantageous for providing both supplemental water 
for irrigation use and for additional municipal and industrial water supply. 
Dual purpose use of both the reservoir site and other necessary project facilities 
would make it possible to serve the area in the most economic and completely 
effective manner. Development of the only good storage site without full con- 
sideration of both irrigation and municipal and industrial water uses should not 
be undertaken as there are no alternative potential feasible developments within 
the area that could provide an alternative water supply in as economical a 





Mannetr 


PLAN DEVELOPMENT 





OF 











The recommended plan for providing a water supply for the Ventura River 
projects area includes a storage reservoir to conserve the erratic streamtlows 
and hold water over a period of several dry years, diversion works to divert water 
into the reservoir, and a conduit system to convey the water to points of use. 
The project works hecessary to accomplisl these objex tives include: 

(a) Casitas Dam and Reservoir, impounding 250,000 acre-feet of water, located 
on Coyote Creek, a trubutary of the Ventura River. The dam would be an eurth- 
fill structure rising about 275 feet above streambed and would have a crest length 
maximum height of 





of 2.050 feet Two small earthfill saddle dams having 
about 25 feet and a total combined crest length of about 1,215 feet would also be 


required 
(4) Robles diversion dam on the Ventura River to divert storable flows into the 
Robles-Casitas Canal would be a rockfill structure about 7 feet high and 25 feet 
long 
(¢c) Robles-Casitas Canal would carry Ventura River water from Robles diver- 
sion dam to Casitas Reservoir and comprises a concrete-lined canal section, a pipe 
section, and a rectangular chute section, with a capacity of 500 cubie feet per 


second and a combined length of about 5 miles, 


(d) The main conduit system would convey the conserved water from Casitas 
lteser oir to the points of use and would involve 33 miles of pipeline Ss with « apac 
ties ranging from about 80 to 3 cubic feet per second. Also required in the main 


conduit system would be 7 pumping plants with total dynamic heads of 150 feet 


to 930 feet and capacities of 52 cubic feet per second to 3 cubic feet per second, 
and 6 balancing reservoirs with capacities of 20 to 80 acre-feet. 

In addition to the foregoing works, an irrigation distribution system would be 
required to distribute the water from the major delivery points to actual places 
of use. A portion of this system is existing and as now planned, the necessary 
additions would be constructed over a period of several vears by the Ventura 
River Municipal Water District as the need for water develops. Likewise any 
drainage facilities (expected to be of minor significance in this area due to the 
favorable natural drainage that exists) would be constructed by the district 
No electric generating facilities are contemplated as a part of the Ventura River 
project ; studies showed such facilities to be economically unjustified, principally 
because of the small and erratic streamflow and operational requirements to 
meet other water use demands. 

As schematically illustrated on plate 4, under the proposed method of project 
operation water would be diverted from the Ventura River at Robles diversion 
dam and would flow through the Robles-Casitas Canal to Casitas Reservoir for 
storage and subsequent use. Inflow from Coyote and Santa Ana Creeks also 
would be stored in the reservoir. Due to the periods of low streamflow, Casitas 
Reservoir would require operation on a long-term carryover basis. Assuming a 
repetition of historical conditions of runoff, the period 1918-44 was found to be 
the most critical from a water supply standpoint. As shown by the heavy dashed 
lines in the lower right-hand corner of plate 3, during this critical period the 
project as proposed would meet an annual demand of 27.800 acre-feet, and after 
allowance for an average annual evaporation of 3.400 acre-feet, an average of 
some 6.500 acre-feet annually would spill to the ocean. In these computations an 
allowance has been made for an average annual prior use of water of 3,000 
acre-feet 

Plate 5 illustrates the buildup and depletion of the long-term carryover storage 
in the reservoir, assuming a repetition of the historical runoff for the period 
I1S—52. It should be noted that the period prior to 1918 was a wet one, so that 
the reservoir would have been full in that year. Sufficient runoff available for 
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storage should occur following construction of the reservoir to permit the saf 

yield obtainable during the period of reservoir filling to meet the increase in 
demands for project water. This determination, made on the basis of a study 
of the past 87 years of precipitation or runoff records, would be correct in all 
cases With the single exception of the possible, but unlikely, occurrence of a 
drastie drought period similar to 194S—52 shortly after initiation of reservoir 
operation. Inasmuch as southern California is now experiencing a dry period, 
which has extended over an 11-year period, and since the average length of dry 
period appears to be approximately 14 years, it is probable that a series of wet 
years would be in the offing by the time the storage facilities were constructed, 
assuming an early start of construction. It is because of this necessity for long 
term carryover storage of water from the flood vears, combined with the critical 
need for additional water supply, that the Ventura River Municipal Water Dis 
trict has felt that the investment of $720,000 in advance preparation of designs 
and specifications for the project was justified, in order to take the maximum 
advantage of the impending wet period. 

From the reservoir, water would he conveyed through the main conduit system, 
including pressure pipelines, pumping plants, and balancing reservoirs, to various 
points of delivery throughout the project area. The main conduit svstem would 
interconnect with the existing pipeline from existing Matilija Reservoir in ord 
to properly integrate the operation and effectiveness of the two systems 

Casitas Reservoir, operated in conjunction with the other recommended 
features and integrated with the existing Matilija Reservoir, would provide 
a safe annual yield of 28,000 acre-feet. The project vield of 28,000 acre-feet 
would meet the estimated requirements except for the Rincon addition for water 
during the 50 years after initiation of project operation. The chemical quality 
f the water from the proposed Casitas Reservoir would be superior to that now 
obtained for both irrigation and municipal use because of the diluting effect 
of the larger portion of the streamflows which would be stored. In the future, 
possibly 50 years or more, when the requirements approach the yield or sedimen 
tation prevented effective operation of the existing Matilija Reservoir, a reservoir 
of about 10,000 acre-feet should be constructed on the Ventura River at the 
Nordhoff site, a short distance upstream from Robles diversion dam site. This 
would permit the safe vield at that time to be increased to about 30,000 acre-fee 


RECREATION, FISH AND WILDLIFE, AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 


The Ventura River project would provide the opportunity for obtaining 
important incidental uses in addition to serving the area’s water supply needs. 
The reservoir and its sharelands would offer opportunity for recreation and de 
velopment of a sports fishery. In addition a small incidental flood-control 
henefit might result. Watershed conservation and protecting the quality of the 
water supply would be corollary to these incidental benefits. 

\ study made by the National Park Service of the Department of the Interior 
shows that Casitas Reservoir would be used extensively for recreation. Al 
though most of the patronage, estimated at 376,000 annual visitor days on the 


basis of 1958 populations, would come from a 50-mile radius, a considerable 


Visitation also would come from the Los Angeles area. Basic recreational facili 
ties totaling approximately $500,000 will be needed over a period of years accord 
ing to the National Park Service. Of this amount, $169,000 is for minimum basic 
recreational facilities and could be nonreimbursable. The Service recommended, 
however, that additional, more detailed studies be made and that a Ventura 
County Park Agency be established to develop and operate the recreational 
facilities It is estimated that, as a minimum, annual benefits of $47,000 at 
tributable to project construction would result from use of Casitas Reservoir 
for recreation. 

According to the findings of an investigation made by the Department of the 
Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, a valuable fishery may be anticipated in 
Casitas Reservoir. A minimum annual angling use.of 10,000 fisherman days may 
be expected according to the Service. Construction of recreational facilities 
and improving access to the reservoir would increase the use, On the basis of 
the minimum use alone an annual benefit value of $100,000 is estimated. The 
Fish and Wildlife Service recommended that Federal lands and leases of Federal 
lands provide that the area be open to hunting and fishing whenever practicable 
considering public safety, efficient operation, and protection of public property 
It also recommended that more detailed studies of fish and wildlife resources 
affected be conducted as necessary following project authorization 
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The Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers, recognized, in its flood- 
control survey report prepared in 1940, that potential damages from floods 
existed along portions of Ventura River and Coyote Creek, in addition to those 
which the construction of recommended levees, now completed, would prevent. 
Flood-control works to avoid these potential damages were not considered eco- 
nomically justified. Although the proposed Ventura River project would be 
operated for conservation purposes, it should have some incidental flood-control 
benefits of a minor nature, but an evaluation of them has not been made in this 
analysis 

Nearly 8&5 percent of the total watershed area of the Ventura River project 
above the proposed Robles diversion dam and Casitas Reservoir is within the 
Los Padres National Forest. The type of terrain and the inflammable cover 
during the dryer months of each year make an effective watershed-management 
program essential. An investigation made by the Department of Agriculture in 
1953 recommended an integrated watershed-conservation program, including 
increased fire protection, control of active sediment source areas, and stream- 
channel improvement. That program would benefit the proposed project pri- 
marily by reducing sedimentation damage which otherwise would occur both 
to Casitas and Matilija Reservoirs. 

Public health and sanitation aspects of the proposed project have been inves- 
tigated by the Public Health Service of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare in collaboration with State and local health and pollution-control 
agencies. The Public Health Service made several recommendation that would 
insure that the project water supply will be of satisfactory quality for domestic 
use and suggested that construction be so conducted as to eliminate mosquito 
breeding areas. These recommendations and suggestions will be helpful in 
developing u safe, dependable water supply. 


CAPITAL AND ANNUAL COSTS 


The estimated capital cost of the Ventura River project, on the basis of Janu- 
ary 1954 prices, is $27,500,000, plus $169,000 for minimum recreational facilities. 
Probable savings in construction costs already indicated in the preconstruction 
designs being financed by the Ventura River Municipal Water District will offset 
minor increase of estimated cost of the line to serve the coastal strip as a result 
of the Rincon area annexation. For this reason, the present estimated cost of 
the project remains at $27,500,000, as covered in the report of the Secretary of 
the Interior. This estimate was made from preliminary designs of the proposed 
features and includes costs for construction, contingencies, investigations, engi- 
neering, general expense, land and rights, relocation of existing property, clear- 
ing, and construction facilities. Annual operation, maintenance, and replace- 
ment costs of project features, including costs for water treatment and electric 
energy for water conveyance, are estimated to average about $262,400 over the 
50-year period of analysis following construction. A summary of the estimated 
capital and average annual costs is shown in the following tabulation: 


Average annual 
operation, 
Project feature Capital cost maintenance, 
and replace- 
ment costs 


Casitas Dam and Reservoir. --- $17, 624, 000 $36, 900 
Robles diversion dam ; . 362, 000 1, 500 
Robles-Casitas Canal 1, 585, 000 16, 200 
Main conduit system 7, 804, 000 2 207, 800 
General property 125, 000 

., ee ¥ e 27, 500, 000 3 262, 400 


Estimated capital costs based on January 1954 prices 
2 Includes estimated average annual costs for electric energy and water treatment expenses. 
3 Estimated costs based on current prices. Replacement costs included in this estimate are computed 
on an interest-free basis for repayment purposes; the sinking-fund method was employed to determine 
replacement costs for benefit-cost analysis. 


ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION 


A comparison of annual equivalent benefits and costs is depicted graphically 
on plate 6. The economic justification of the Ventura River project has been 
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determined by benefit-cost analyses comparing annual equivalent benefits with 
annual equivalent costs. The benefits for water service from the project were 
measured at the point of delivery from the main conduit system. Therefore, 
only the costs of the proposed project features necessary to convey water to the 
delivery point were included in the benefit-cost analyses. Distribution system 
costs beyond the delivery point were deducted from the benefits before com 
puting the benefit-cost ratios. The estimated recreation and fishery benefits 
associated with the project were included in the benefit-cost evaluation. 

Annual equivalent Federal costs for the Ventura River project consist of the 
amount necessary to amortize the net project investment over a 50-year period 
at 2.5 percent interest plus the annual operation, maintenance, and replacement 
expenses. Proper adjustment was made in the annual costs for the estimated con- 
struction period and for the long-term price outlook over the 50-year period 
The resulting annual equivalent costs are as follows: 


Amortization of net project investment esis = a $850, 000 
Operation, maintenance, and replacement___-~~- = Painhentiaacaon 178, 000 
a a a a _ 1,028, 000 


1 Replacement costs included in this estimate were computed on a sinking-fund basis 
with interest at 2.5 percent. 

Annual equivalent benefits were computed on the basis of water uses expected 
to develop during the 50-year period following initiation of operation of the 
project. The portion of the benefits creditable to prospective irrigation use was 
adjusted for the long term projection of agricultural prices. The estimated 
annual equivalent benefits, both primary and total, are summarized as follows: 


| Annual equiv ilent benef 


Primary | Total 
Irrigation mi $978, 000 $2, 541, 000 
Municipal and industrial . j 684, 000 1. 776. 000 
Other secondary uses !_......-.- aie ‘ “ — 147, 000 147. 000 
ee ded hea Sectbiidactuwamdheads ‘ isi 21, 809, 000 4, 464, 000 
1 Includes recreation and fishery benefits; primary and total benefits are considered to be identical 
2 Excludes any benefits due to yield of the existing Matilija Reservoir operated under nonproject condis 


tions and at a non-Federal cost. 


The total annual equivalent benefits of $4,464,000 exceed the annual equivalent 
Federal costs of $1,028,000 by a ratio of 4.25 to 1. A similar comparison using 
only the primary annual equivalent benefits of $1,809,000 results in a favorable 
benefit-cost ratio of 1.76 vo 1. These benefit-cost ratios indicate clearly the 
economic justification and desirability from the national standpoint of construct- 
ing the Ventura River project. 


COST ALLOCATION AND REPAYMENT 


The cost allocation and repayment are depicted graphically on plate 7. The 
financial feasibility, or probable repayment, of the Ventura River project has been 
determined by allocating the project costs between the two functional water uses 
and then analyzing the repayment potentials. No project costs were allocated to 
secondary functions, recreation, and fish and wildlife, although benefits from 
those sources are indicated. The capital-cost allocation employed the separable 
costs-remaining-benefits method. 

In the report of the Secretary of the Interior on this project, a possible method 
of repayment was presented based essentially on 40 equal installments respec- 
tively for irrigation and for the municipal and industrial allocations. However, 
as stated in that report, further consideration of repayment arrangements was 
contemplated, pursuant to existing reclamation law. Although formal repay- 
ment negotiations have not yet been entered into, the Ventura River Municipal 
Water District and the Bureau of Reclamation have discussed the repayment 
aspects. A resolution was recently adopted by the board of directors of that 
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district indicating a preference for a graduated repayment schedule which would 
ughly parallel the estimated buildup of the demand for the project water over 
50-year payment period. The amounts shown graphically on plate 7 are based 
on this type of repayment. It would increase the total interest payments on the 
unicipal and industrial water supply allocation and at the same time alter 
ightly the schedule of payments on the irrigation costs. It would not change 
the period of payout. 

In order to recover the capital cost with interest plus operation and mainte 
nanee costs, it is estimated that the total district cost for water for municipal 
and industrial purposes would be $95 per acre-foot. Although this cost of water 
is high as compared with that in other communities more favorably located, it is 
vithin the repayment ability of the municipal and industrial water users. In 


like manner, the estimated cost of irrigation water delivered at the farm with 
out interest on the project investment would he S48 per acre foot. This rate is 
sufficiently within the estimated repayment capacity of $60 per acre-foot for 


lands without a present supply to produce an incentive for development. How 
ever, in common with the usual practice, rates to the water users would be re 
duced through ad valorem taxes in order to encourage more rapid development, 


PUBLIC APPROVAL 


Local interest in a new dependable water-supply development in the Ventura 
River area has been evidenced for many years by repeated requests for investi- 
gations. On October 17, 1952, the Ventura River Municipal Water District was 
formed for the purpose of investigating and solving the water-supply problems 
existing within its boundaries. The investigation and plan of development was 
made on a cooperative basis under a contract with the district bearing one-half 
the cost. By resolution dated March 24, 1954, the board of directors of the dis 
trict requested the Bureau of Reclamation to expedite this report for the pur 
pose of obtaining the earliest possible authorization of the project by Congress, 
and also requested reclamation to submit a form of agreement for advanced 
planning and preconstruction work by reclamation at district expense. On July 
20, 1954, a contract was executed providing the financial arrangements for this 
work which is now proceeding. 

In addition to local interest and cooperation expressed through the Ventura 
River Municipal Water District, the Board of Supervisors of Ventura County, 
acting in its capacity as the board of directors of the Ventura County Flood 
Control District, has expedited the proposed project with a formal agreement 
on May 26, 1954, providing for the operation and maintenance of Matilija Reser- 
voir and all appurtenant facilities by the Ventura River Municipal Water Dis 
trict upon completion of the proposed project. At the same time the flood-con 
trol district assigned to the Ventura River Municipal Water District its several 
applications for unappropriated water in the Ventura River Basin, for which 
permits have not been issued. The executed agreement relating to operation 
of Matilija Reservoir assures that integrated operation of the two reservoirs, 
as proposed, can be effected upon completion of Casitas Reservoir. The action 
in regard to assignment of the applications for appropriation of water likewise 
is important as it cleared the way for the Ventura River Municipal Water Dis 
trict to file its recent applications, with the State engineer of California, spe- 
cifically covering the water needed for the proposed Ventura River project. A 
further expression of local interest was made by a resolution adopted on Octo 
ber 26, 1954, by the Board of Supervisors of Ventura County in which the super 
visors endorsed the construction of the Ventura River project and commended 
the board of directors of the Ventura River Municipal Water District on its efforts 
to effect early construction of these greatly needed water-development facilities. 


CONCLUSIONS 


The investigations covered in the report of the Secretary of the Interior sup- 
port the following conclusions: 

(a) A critical need for an additional water supply within the project area 
exists now and this need will become increasingly acute: 

(4) The requirement for irrigation water would reach nearly three-fourths 
of the total requirement by the 20th year of project operation: municipal and 
industrial water use would comprise the remainder, but this proportion would 
shift and by the end of the 50-year period following construction the municipal 
and industrial needs probably would exceed slightly those of irrigation; 
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(c) The water supply works proposed in this report are feasible from an en 
gineering standpoint and constitute the most practicable and least costly means 
of meeting the needs of the area for possibly 50 years after construction of the 
project ; 

(d) Project operation would be beneficial to other uses, notably development 
of a sports fishery and recreational opportunities ; 

(e) The project is economically justified as measurable benefits exceed costs 
by a ratio of 4.25 to 1; considering primary benefits only, the ratio would be 
1.76 tol; 

(f) All Federal costs are reimbursable except those for minimum recreational 
facilities and as allocated between irrigation, and municipal and industrial uses 
can be repaid in accordance with the provisions of Federal reclamation laws; 

(9g) The local interests, represented by the Ventura River Municipal Water 
District and the board of supervisors of Ventura County, have approved the 
proposed project and desire early construction as a Federal reclamation devel- 
opment; and 

(h) The Ventura River Municipal Water District has completed an agreement 
with Ventura County relating to the operation of the existing Matilija Reservoir 
upon completion of the project; this important action assures 


operational 
integration of Matilija Reservoir with the proposed project. 


(A map accompanying this statement is not susceptible of repro 
duction and is on file with the committee. ) 


PLATE 2 


ESTIMATED WATER DEMAND BUILDUP 
VENTURA RIVER PROJECT 




















a WITH RINCON ADDITION 
a os 
o.. | 
w 204 
Ow } 
Zu 
=<, 
zw 
a6 154 
< Pf ee 
oe. + GF © 2S” a TE ee nD I aes 
uO 
“0.7 ADDITIO! 
mr 104 
Qa 
ad \ 
- “—MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL 
- j 
| 
r 
YU 
J 
— ha a a - 1 
05 °o wo ° wo u 2 0 2 wo x“ 
wm wo wo ~ c~ @ . - a , ; 
a ro) a aD a a . N ‘ 
YEAR 
MAY 19 & 3-98 











24 


POINT AND FROM COYOTE CREEK 


ION 
ACRE -FEET 


FF AT DIVE 


RUN 


VENTURA RIVER RECLAMATION PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


PLATE 3 


ESTIMATED TOTAL RUNOFF OF MATILIJA CREEK 
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PLATE 4 
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PLATE 5 
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PLATE 7 
COST ALLOCATION AND PROBABLE REPAYMENT 
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PLATE 8 
ANNUAL PROJEC? PAYMENTS 





Repayment Basis tallies . 
M & I Allocation - Repayment in 0 years. 

Anmal payments of principal and interest 
proportional to estimated M & I water demand. | 
Irr. Allocation - Repayment in LO equal 
annual payments without interest, commencing pavernianiedy 
after 10-yr. development period. Surplus 
M& I revenue applied to irr. repayment 

| after completion of M & I repayment. pose 
lime Repayment = $37,015,000. 
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Mr. Hasieron. This pane t. of course, has been pretty well out 
lined by the individuals who have spoken before to you, Senator, so | 
will try to eliminate dup lications. 

It is obviously a mu ltip le-purpose project to furnish irrigation and 
municipal and industrial water. It is to provide a supply for present 
and Se uses of that nature for an area of some 26,000 acres. All 
costs are reimbursable except for a possible $169,000 for minimum 
recreational facilities. 

( OR rthe re payment pe ‘riod, 60 percent of the water is estimated to 
be for irrigation use and 40 percent of the water for municipal and 
industrial use. It is contemplated that there will be a 40-year repay- 
ment period for both municipal and industrial allocation and for the 

rigation allocation. 

Senator Minurkin. Mr. Chairman, may Taska question, please ? 

Senator Kucuen. Senator Millikin. 

Senator Minyikin. What are the oil activities out there at the pres- 
ent time? 

Mr. Hamivron. At the present time, the oilfields are quite active. 
The assessed valuation in those fields amounts to about $160 million. 
Those fields have passed their peak, and the reserves are now being 
depleted. It is estimated that within a 20-year period they will be 
down to rather small production. 

Senator Miriikin. Ilow near are they to the city of Ventura? 

Mr. Haminron. They immediately adjoin the city of Ventura to 
the north and west. 

Senator Mitiikin. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hamimvron. The irrigation allocation would be repaid in 40 
ws with this 10-year development ears The municipal and i 
on trial allocation would also be paid in 40 years, with interest on 
the Federal investment to be returned to the L reasury, and not credited 
to the irrigation allocation. Operation and maintenance of the project 
will be by the district and not by the United States, and at the dis- 
trict’s cost. The district plans to build its own distribution systems. 

and supervise such construction. 

The present land use in the area consists of 4.400 acres in irriga- 
tion and 5.300 acres in urban use. The balance of the area is in 
dry farming; with considerable grazing in the mountains. 

It is estimated that under ultimate project conditions, 13,000 acres 
vill be in irrigation and approximately an equal number of acres de 
voted to urban use. There is no excess land problem in this area. 
Estimates of probable excess land range between 300 and 1.000 acres, 
against a total acreage of 26,000, which would not affect the feasibility 
of the project. 

There are, at the present time, serious requirements for water; 
although in wet years there is actually a surplus, in dry vears the 
drought conditions not only affect the agricultural sup p ly, but they 
also affect the municipal supplies. There is no way to iron out that 
surplus and deficiency, because the only storage in the entire area is the 
Matilija Reservoir of 7,000 acre-feet capacity, a drop in the bucket. 
We. therefore, estimate that the supplemental water requirement for 
this project area will be in the neighborhood of 28,000 acre-feet. 

Because of the alternating drought and wet years, a large storage 
reservoir is required in order to develop this 28,000 acre- feet a year. 
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We have recommended a storage reservoir of a capacity of 250,000 
acre-feet. 

Senator, 1f you will permit me, I will step up to the map and 
explain briefly the method of operation. 

1 might outline the project works. ‘The main reservoir is located 
in this area here in the foothills. Unfortunately, it is at a low eleva- 
tion of about 300 feet—— 

Senator Kucue.. Let me interrupt you for the purpose of orienting 
my colleagues. Ventura County is immediately north and west and is 
adjacent to the county of Los Angeles. And farther on up the Pacific 
Ocean is the county of Santa Barbara. 

Senator Minuiin. How far is the reservoir from the town of 
Ventura ? 

Mr. Hamitron. The reservoir will be approximately 7 miles from 
the city of Ventura. 

Senator Minnikin. Thank you. 

Mr. Hamivron. This reservoir is recommended to have a capacity of 
250,000 acre-feet There is ane xisting reservoir of 7,000 acre-feet ca 
pacity here, and our plan of operation contemplates the integration of 
thosetwo. There isa propos sed diversion dam and canal of 500 second 
feet capacity to lead over from the river into this reservoir. FB rom the 
reservoir there would be a conveyance system consisting of 32 miles of 
pipeline, 7 pumping plants and 6 regulating reservoirs to ‘Catry the 
water from the reservoir for wholesale delivery into the various parts 
of the service area. 

It is quite an interesting operation, in that the proposed method 
would be to keep this reservoir on the up tributary dry during the 
wintertime, and whenever the floods came, hold them bac k te mMpor arily, 
and then release them, so that they can be transported through the 
canal to the reservoir. 

During the most critical dry period on rer ord, had the reservoir been 
built it would have been almost empty. However, the following wet 
period would have filled it completely. That was the basis for our 
method of operation. Even in the most critical cycle of wet years and 
dry years, some 6.000 acre-feet annually on the average wank have 
still flowed out to the ocean. 

Senator Kucuer. Senator Watkins? 

Senator Warkins. I would like to ask if there is any interest-free 
money on this project. 

Mr. Haminron. Yes, there is, a matter of 815 million. 

Senator Warkins. I am SOT’) I did not eet to hear the first part of 
your testimony. You are not opposed to interest-free money, are vou! 

Mr. Hamivron. Tam a Reclamation employee. 

Senator Warkins. What is that? 

Mr. Hamivron. | 3 sorry, sir. [ cannot express a policy opinion. 

Senator MinniKkry. I do not know anyone who is opposed to interest- 
free money on a reclamation project. 

Senator Warkins. I understand the same group who are asking for 
this project have spoken against the upper Colorado River project. 

Senator Miuuikin. Oh, they have temporary foolishness, ves. We 
cannot measure the interest in projects by strict consistency. Maybe 
they will learn better as time goes on. 











30 VENTURA RIVER RECLAMATION PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 

Senator Kucne.. I think that is an admirable statement for you to 
make, Senator. 

Senator Minin. It isan admirable statement, and I wish the view 
were universally held. 

Senator Kucuer. I endeavored to allay any evanescent fears of our 
colleague from Colorado earlier, Senator Watkins, by indicating that 
this project has nothing to do with waters in the Colorado River. 

Senator Warkins. It might get different treatment if it had, I 
assume. 

Senator Kvucner. I merely wanted the record to indicate that here 
is an area in the State which is pretty much dependent, so far as its 
continued water supply is concerned, on what Congress might do in 
this area, and that no Colorado River water is involved in the thirst 
of the citizens there. 

Representative Tracur. I was out when the Senator camein. Iam 
Congressman Teague, Senator. 

I just wanted to be sure there was no misunderstanding. If you 
mean by “this group” the Ventura Municipal Water District, they 
have not in any way gone on record against the Colorado River project. 

Senator Warkrns. I was advised to the contrary. I am very glad 
of that. 

Representative Tracur. The representatives are here, and they are 
going to testify later, and that is the fact. 

Senator Warkins. Well, it is their perfect right to go against it 
if they wish, but I would want them to explain how they could come 
in here and ask for the same kind of treatment they are opposing. 

Representative Tragur. Well, they have not been in opposition at 
all, sir. 

Senator Mitirkty. Are you referring to the Ventura Municipal 
Water District ? 

Representative Tracur. The Ventura Municipal Water District, 
yes. 

Senator Minirkin. You say they have not made any resolutions 
against the upper Colorado River project 4 

Representative Treacur. That is quite correct. 

Senator Mitiikin. My information is that they have. We will get 
at that. It is not important one way or the other. 

Representative Teacur. Both the president and several of the di- 
rectors are here and will testify later. 

Senator Mitiuixr1n. The chairman has emphasized that this has noth- 
ing to do with the Colorado. So why that particular district should 
be sticking its nose into extraneous matters puzzled me a little bit. 
But beyond puzzling me, it has no importance. 

Senator Kucuet. Apparently, Senator, those canards are baseless, 
and may I offer my personal regret that they have come to your at- 
tention; and to yours, too, Senator Watkins. 

Senator Miniixry. I would like to find out about it through curi- 
osity, not because it makes the slightest difference. 

Senator Warkins. That is what prompted me—curiosity. 

Mr. Haminron. The allocation of cost was 57 percent to irrigation 
and 43 percent to municipal and industrial, as to the estimated water 
use over the period, and the allocation was made by the separable costs 
remaining benefit method. The direct benefits exceed costs on irriga- 
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tion by a ratio of 1.56 to 1. and on municipal and industrial, at a 


ratio of 1. ee tol. ‘Total benefits to cost are on a ratio of 4.25 to 1 for 
the project, ndicating economic ‘feasibility and justification. 

I won’t touch on repayment, other than to stress the fact that these 
local people have indicated that thev are agreeable to entering into 


a repayment contract on this project before the start of construction. 
They have also indicated, since the preparation of our report, that 
they would prefer that the municipal and industrial allocation be paid 
In inst: allments which are made proportional to the estimated buildup 
of the municipal aa industrial demand. Since they would still 
continue to pay interest on the unpal id balance of the municipal and 
industrial alloc ‘ation, ho ad led cost woul | he oe by the I deral 


Government; during the early years of the repayment period thi 
tax load on the district would be raised to an extreme point if it wer 
necessary to pay off the municipal and industrial allocation in equa 


annual installments. 

Those are all the remarks T have. 

Senator Kwucnen. Any questions, Senator Millikin ? 

Senator Mrnuik1n. No, 

Senator Kucuent. Senator Watkins? 

Senator Warkins. What proportion of the costs allocated to im 
gation do the water users pay? Do they pay it all, in this case? 

Mr. Hamitron. Just behind you, Senator, is a chart that illustrates 
that. There would be municipal and industrial assistance to irriga- 
tion in the last 10 years of the payout period in the amount of $6,330,- 
000 That is the amount to be secured by water sales revenues. 

Senator Warkins. What is the answer to my question / 

Mr. Hamunron. There is assistance from municipal and industrial 
water sales. There will also be tax assistance. 

Senator Warkins. According to some people, that would be a 
subsidy. I do not necessarily agree, but I just call attention to the 
fact that that is the language that has been us sa around here, that 
that all becomes a subsidy. 

The people who live in the city are also owners of the farms, too, are 
they not? 

Mr. Hamiuron. Toa ve ry limited extent. 

Senator Wat KINS. — people live on he farms in this aren 

Mr. Hamittron. Yes, s 

Senator WATKINS. fod how do the industrial users come into the 

ricture ? 

Mr. Hamiiron. Because they have some need for the water. How 
ever, they happen to be a part of the District and furnish a very 
substantial tax base. which will be of considerable assistance in making 
the irrigation development possible. 

Senator Watkin. You do not see any objection to having the munic 
ipalities and the industrial users pay a part of the cost of the water 
which will go on the farms, do you ? 

Mr. Haminron. As Iam a technical man, I cannot comment on that 
personally. Iam the engineer who is in charge of the preparation of 
the report at the field level. 

Senator Kucuen. I am going to ask Mr. Lineweaver to bring out 
certain things for the record. 
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Mr. Linewkaver. _ Hamilton, this information is in your state- 
ment, but to point it up for the record and for the information of all 
concerned and where the members of the committee can readily have 

, | wish you would make a brief statement as to the cost of the water 
a acre-foot for irrigation and for municipal and industrial uses. 

Mr. Hamimron. The cost of water for municipal and industrial uses 
will average, over the repayment period, including operation and 
maintenance, repayment, interest cost and repayment, $95 an acre-foot. 
Agricultural water will average, over the repayment period, not 
including assistance, $61 an acre-foot. The effect of the assistance ] 
referred to, Senator, from municipal and industrial water sales in the 
last 10 years of the projes t will reduce that average cost by $13. There 
will be tax assistance, which it is estimated will further reduce the 
delivered cost of the water to $36 an acre-foot, whie hw il] put it Ww ithin 
the repayment capacity. 

Mr. Linewraver. You mean that is the irrigation cost ? 

Mr. Haminron. Yes, as finally sold to the farmer it is ex pec ted t 
be in the range of $36 an acre-foot delivered out to the farm. 

Senator Warkins. That is per year / 

Mr. Hamivron. Per acre-foot, each acre-foot, Senator. 

Senator Warkins. I know, but is that the overall cost for the whole 
project, or so much per year? It could not be $36 a year, could it? 

Mr. Hamiuron. No, it is the average cost per year for the 500,000, 
roughly, acre-feet, which would be delivered over the 50-year period. 

Senator Warxins. And what is your operation and maintenance ? 

Mr. Haminron. The operation and maintenance is included in those 
figures. Those were overall costs including distribution. 

Senator Watkins. How much would the farmer have to pay per 


acre-foot per year ¢ : 
Mr. Hamivron. Per acre-foot per year, he would pay $36, sir. . 
Senator Watkins. That is what I started to bring out. What is 
the total cost per acre-foot in buying the right ? } 


Mr. Haminron. The total cost in buying the right is $32 per year. 
That is the repayment cost. 

Senator Warkrns. You mean to say they pay $36 per year? 

Mr. Linewraver. The Senator means over the repayment period. 

Mr. Haminron. Oh. Approximately $1,200. 

Senator Warkrns. $1,200 per acre-foot ¢ 

Mr. Hamitron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warkrins. What crops do you grow there? 

Mr. Hamiuron. Lemons, avacados, oranges, walnuts. 

Senator Warkins. What is the price per acre of land without trees 
on it, without the groves ¢ 

Mr. Hamitron. At the present time, $1,000 an acre on anticipation 
of the project. Prior to that time it was about $200 an acre. 

Mr. Linewraver. How does that figure of $32 an acre-foot annually 
compare with any other costs, first, say, on reclamation projects, or, 
second, otherwise, on gener: al agric ultural water, in California ? 

Mr. Hamuron. First, as pertaining to reclamation projects, the 
adjoining Coahuma project has a rate for the farmers that is close to 
$35 an acre-foot. 

Senator Warkins. Approximately the same. 


VENTURA RIVER RECLAMATION PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 33 


Mr. Hamitron, Approximately the same. Local water rates on 

any of the supplies within the Ventura River area are close to about 
fhe same amount, 825 to 835 per acre foot delivered at the farm. 

Senator WarkrNs. Some of that is pumping? 

Mr. Hamirron. Some of that is pumping, pumped from consi ider- 
able depths. There are some areas 1n which rates are more favorable 
But they are able to pay $35 an acre-foot and make a profit. 

Senator Minnikin. I did not get that. What is the capital cost per 
acre of irrigated land allocated 4 

Mr. Haminron. Iam having to be approximate, Senator, Probably 
somewhere between $1,200 and $1,400 an acre. 

Senator MinuiKkin. The farmers are willing to pay that? 

Mr. Hamitron. We have the expressed willingness on the part of 
the board of directors, and we think the farmers have also expressed 
willingness to the extent it has been developed so far. Let's say there 
has been no opposition, although they know the water rate will be 
high ‘ 

Senator Minurkin. Do the farmers get a chance to vote on these 
things ¢ 

Mr. Hamitron. Yes. The district will put this up for an election. 

Senator MILLIKIN. You fee] confident the farmers will approve the 
plan 4 

Mr. Hamunron. In the absence of opposition, I am confident that 
they will. 

Senator Minurkin. Well, I do not know about “in the absence of 
opposition.” Will they approve it whether there is or is not oppo- 
sition ¢ 

Mr. Haminron. The farmers, Senator, have not expressed them- 
selves officially yet. All I can go on is the feel of the pub lic pulse, 

Senator Minii«kin. They are the ones who in the end will pay for 
this, are they not 4 

Mr. Hamiuron. They will pay for it, but they are going to have 
assistance from the general taxpayers of the entire area. 

Senator Mitiikin. But whatever they have to pay, they have to 
pay it, and they will have a voice in the matter some place, will they 
not ¢ 

Mr. Haminron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuen. We have a farmer or two who will testify for 
the farming group, Senator. 

Any further questions / 

Senator Warkins. I have some more questions. 

Now, the $1,200 per acre-foot that you are talking about is for only 
1 acre-foot ? 

Mr. Hamintron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warkrins. How many acre-feet per acre do they need for 
irrigation ? 

Mr. Haminron. One anda half. 

Senator Warkins. Around $1,800, then, per acre ? 

Mr. Hamirtron. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warktns. That is the sum that the farmers are going 
to pay ¢ 

Mr. Hamiiron. Ultimately; ves, sir. 
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Senator Warkins. That is over and above the so-called help they 
get from the industrial municipal users / 

Mr. Hamirroxn. No: that was total on the entire project. 

Senator Warkins. Now, we are getting at it. How much of that 

Il be paid by the industrial and the municipal users ? 


Mr. Haminron. Actually, the district has not taken a complete posi- 


tion oO mw much the distribution will be, but apparently, depending 


on just how one credits the tax, W hether it is credited to operation, 
lnaintenance, or repayment, the effect. of the municipal help in ay 


event. the vel eral tax help. appears to be contemplated in the amount 
of about S$ in acre-foot, which would bring it down to S20. 


Senator W 


i 
users will pas sSlv per acre foot per vear as a help to the farmers / 


Mr. Haminron. Yes, sir. 


\TKINS. You mean the municipalities and the industrial 


Senator Warkins. Thai I] cut it from $36 down, whatever that 
takes off 

Mr. Hamitron. Yes 

Senator Warkins. Now. it true that vou have around $6.330.500 

it will le unpaid for 40 years of this interest-free mor ey ¢ 


Ir. Haminron. I think that is correct: yes, sir. 


senator WATKINS. And it w I] hot bear interest durin that 11 


cr 
HNeriod / 
Mr. Hamivuron. No. sir. 
senatol W ATKINS, I iat Is of the inte rest free money ¢ 
1 


. ; 
Mr. Haminron. Yes, sir. 
Senator Minurkin. And then it will be paid off at the end by powell 


lt } ef 


‘ ti 

Mi. Hamiuron. By water revenues, municipal and industrial sales 

Senator Minuikix, Mr. Chairman, is that not the very formula that 
you have had quite a little complaint about in the Senate ‘ 

Senator Kucner, My dear friend, I think you will find, if vou 
review my comments. both in committee and on the floor of the Sei 
ate. that the position I took with regard to the legislation to which 
vou refer was based upon the interpretation of the compact. I doubt 
very much that vou will find any comments of mine which would be 


} 


deemed by vou as offensive. 


=i 


ator Minuikin. I did not deem any comment that you are mak 
y now or any comment that I could imagine you to be making a 


Wie Q 
offensive. But I do have 2 rather distinet recollection that vou had 
considerable criticism of that method of paying off. But I do not hold 
vou to strict consistency. It might be all right in this project and not 
all right elsewhere. 

Senator Kucner. No, to the contrary, Senator, [ think you will find 
I was silent on some of those points which you are commenting on now. 

Senator Warkins. At least you did not attack it. 

Senator Kucner. You will find there are a good many reasons why 
youl Wun or colleague from California is crowlmnge old rapidly in the 
pub ce service. 

Senator Watkins. I think we know what vou mean. 

Senator Kucuen. Are there any further questions ¢ 

Senator Warkins. I have not quite finished. 

Senator KucHen. Senator Watkins. 

Senator Warkins. What formula do you use to eet that sort of 


angeme hereby $6.330.500 will he idle for 40 vears without 
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terest / What is the name of that formula / Has it been called the 
collbran formula 4 

Mr. Hamirtton. It has been called that by some people. Lloweve 
we just refer to it as municipal and industrial assistance. 

Senator WarkiNs. [think that is all. 

Senator Kucnen. Are there any further questions of Mr. Hamilton 

The next witness is Mr. George Purvis, the president of the Ventura 
Municipal Water District. 

As you are preparing to testify, Mr. Purvis, IT want to offer into and 
to accept for the record the letter from the State government of Cal 
fornia, or 2 letters from the State government of California, J ( 
the (vovernor, Llon. Goodwin oF Knight, l from the Honorabl iy iii 
B. Durkee, director of public works: also a letter from the Ventura 


( hamber of Commerce: cll) | also i resolutiol from thi board ot li} 


visors of the county of Ventura: also sundry letters of recommend it Ol 
which the acting chairman has received. Letters from the Bureau of 
the Budget and an interim report from the Department of the Interior 
are already inthe record. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


VENTURA RIVER MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 


GENTLEMEN: La Avenida Grange 655 thanks you for your action accepting 
Bureau of. Reclamation. We approve the Bureau handling the project. 
Sincerely, 


OJAT VALLEY GRANGE 6590 
Route e Box 800, Ojai, Caltf.. Vare hwo. dy 


/ 
DIRECTORS OF VRMWD., 
480 North Ventura Avenue, Ventura, Calif. 
Dear Sirs: The Ojai Valley Grange wishes to commend the directors of the 


VRMWD for their thorough investigation and prompt decision to ask the Bureau 
of Reclamation to finance and build the proposed Casitas project 
We regret that a countywide survey by the Bureau wasn’t authorized 
Sincerely yours, 


CAROLINE Frost, Secreta 


Boarp oF SuPeRVISORS, CouNTY OF VENTURA, 
Ventura, Calif., March 15, 1954. 
Mr. LELAND G. BENNETT, 
Engineer-Manager, Ventura River Municipal Water District, 
480 North Ventura Avenue, Ventura, Calif 


Dear LEE: Although it was impossible for me to attend your board meeting 
on March 10, because of a previous engagement, I am anxious to inform your 
board that I am wholeheartedly in favor of the action taken at the meeting 
on March 38, 1954. 

As you illustrated in the report to your board of directors, the Bureau of 
Reclamation seems by far to be our most logical answer to completion of the 
Casitas Dam. 

I believe the taxpayers of this district should be grateful for your board's 
decisive actions and sound planning, and I feel that finally we are taking steps 
toward county water development that will set a precedent for the rest of the 
county to follow. 

Very truly yours, 
C. H. (Bon) ANDREWS, 
Supervisor, Third District, County of Ventura. 
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VENTURA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Ventura, Calif., September 17, 1954. 


VentTuRA River MUNicreaL WATER DISTRICT, 
Ventura, Calif. 

GENTLEMEN: The board of directors of the Ventura Chamber of Commerce 
wish to extend their sincere thanks and appreciation to you for the untiring 
efforts you have put forth in this area. ; 

Qur efforts in securing industry for Ventura are continually confronted by 
the lack of water. The need for water is still more urgent and the continual 
activity of the VRMWD in seeing the Casitas Dam project through deserves the 
sincere support and cooperation of every community organization. 

We stand ready and willing to assist you in any way possible. 

Cordially, 
Liroyp McCamPpsBe.t, 
President, Ventura Chamber of Commerce. 


BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF VENTURA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
Tuesday, October 26, 1954, at 9 a. m. 


Present: Supervisors Edwin L. Carty, chairman pro tempore, presiding; A. C 
Ax, Robert W. Lefever and C. H. Andrews; L. E. Hallowell, clerk; by Shirley 
Weeks, deputy ; absent: Supervisor L. A. Price 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas through investigations by the State division of water resources and 
by the United States Bureau of Reclamation it has been determined that the 
Ventura River Municipal Water District area (zone 1 of Ventura County Flood 
Control District) will eventually require some 30,000 acre-feet of supplemental 
water annually, and 

Whereas such a supply can be made available through the construction of the 
Ventura River project with a 250,000 acre-foot reservoir on Coyote Creek as 
recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation, and 

Whereas because of the erratic rainfall pattern of the south coast area which 
is characterized by periods of subnormal precipitation lasting several years 
followed by similar periods of above normal precipitation, it is essential that 
water-storage facilities be provided well in advance of the actual need for water, 
and 

Whereas only one good reservoir site exists in the watershed area, and 

Whereas there appears to be no other system of surface storage works which 
could be constructed on Ventura River or on any other water course in Ventura 
County whereby such a supply of water could be developed at a comparable cost, 
and 

Whereas investigations show that critical water supply deficiencies, particu- 
larly for agricultural use also exist in other areas of Ventura County, and 

Whereas it appears that substantial quantities of water developed through 
the construction of the Ventura River project may for a number of years be in 
excess of the supplemental requirements of the Ventura River area and can 
be made available to, and utilized on an interim basis by, other water deficient 
areas of Ventura County until additional facilities are constructed to more 
fully utilize local supplies available from Santa Clara River watershed or until 
the Feather River project as contemplated by the State of California or other 
system of works for the importation of water to this area is constructed, and 

Whereas because of the above considerations it appears that the interests of 
Ventura County would best be served through the construction of water-develop- 
ment facilities on Ventura River to the maximum practicable size, 

Now, therefore, upon motion of Supervisor Ax, seconded by Supervisor 
Andrews, and duly carried, be it 

Resolved by the Board of Supervisors of Ventura County, That construction of 
the Ventura River project with a 250,000 acre-foot Casitas Reservoir as recom- 
mended by the Bureau of Reclamation be endorsed; and be it further 

Resolved, That the board of directors of Ventura River Municipal Water Dis- 
trict be commended for its actions to date to further plans for this construction 
and that said board of directors be urged to continue its efforts to effect construc- 
tion of these greatly needed water development facilities at the earliest possible 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of Ventura, ss: 

I, L. BE. Hallowell, county clerk and ex officio clerk of the board of supervisors 
of the County of Ventura, State of California, hereby certify the above and 
oregoing to be a true and correct copy of an excerpt from the minutes of said 
board for the meeting of the date first above indicated. In witness wi.ereof, I 
have hereunto set my hand and caused the seal of said board to be affixed this 
26th day of October 1954. 

[SEAL] L. E. HALLOWELL, Clerk, 

By SHIRLEY WEEKS, Deputy. 


Locat UNION No. 2042, 
UNITED BROTHERHOOD OF CARPENTERS AND JOINERS OF AMERICA, 
Ornard, Calif., August 23, 1954 
VENTURA MUTUAL WATER Co. 
Ventura, Calif. 

Dear Srrs: This Local Union No. 2042 United Brotherhood of Carpenters and 
Joiners of America have agreed by referendum vote, to endorse the Ventura 
Mutual Water Co. for a large full-size dam, as recommended by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. L. Rocers, 


Reco) ding Secretary 


VENTURA CENTRAL LABOR UNION, 
Ventura, Calif., July 28, 1954 
Mr. GEORGE PURVIS, 
Chairman, Ventura River Mutual Water District, 
Ventura, Calif. 

DeAR Mr. Purvis: This letter is to inform you and the members of the dis 
trict board that this council reaffirms its support to your efforts to bring about 
the creation of the Casitas Dam project. 

It is sincerely hoped that in view of the necessary steps that must be taken 
all in some relation time-consuming elements, every future act of your board 
will be that of expediency in arriving at its ultimate goal. 

We are deeply appreciative of your hard, earnest, and sincere work for the 
people, not only of the district, but Ventura County as well. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE F.. BONNER, 
Secretary-Treasure) 


VENTURA COUNTY BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL, 
Ventura, Calif., July 28, 1954. 
Mr. GEORGE PurRvVIS, 
Chairman, Board of Directors, 
Ventura River Municipal Water District, 
Ventura, Calif. 

Dear Sir: The Ventura County Building and Construction Trades Council 
wishes to go on record as opposing any further delay in the development of 
the Casitas Dam project, as planned by your honorable body. 

We have supported the district since its inception, and feel you should not 
be stymied now by useless wrangling and delays. We feel confident that your 
representation of all the people of the district will not be influenced by minority 
pressure froups. 

It is our belief the Bureau of Reclamation report should be accepted, and 
the preconstruction contract signed, so that necessary work in connection with 
this project can proceed immediately. 

Thanking you in advance for your consideration, I am, 

Yours very truly, 
RonALp BENNER, Recording Secretary 
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Or WoRKERS INTERNATIONAL UNION, 
VENTURA LocAL, No. 120, 
Ventura, Calif., March 10, 1954. 


V kA River MuNiIciIPAL WATER DISTRICT, 
Ventura, Calif. 
GENTLEMEN : The members of local No. 120, OWIU-—CIO, have noted with inter- 
est the actions taken by directors of Ventura River Municipal Water District. 
We were pleased to read in the Ventura County Star-Free Press of action of 
vour board approving a resolution recommending the construction of Casitas 
Dam and conveyance works by Federal financing. 


Che membership voted unanimously to approve the action taken by your board 
s reported in the Ventura Star-Free Press recently. 
Yours truly, 
Wa. A. BERTLES, Secretary. 


Senator KucHe,. Mr. Purvis? 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE M. PURVIS, PRESIDENT, VENTURA RIVER 
MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 


Mr. Purvis. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is George 
Purvis, and I am president of the Ventura River Municipal Water 
District. 

Wehavea prepared statement to submit, but if the chairman is will- 
ing, I should like to submit that and summarize my remarks more 
briefly. 

Senator Kucuen. Without objection, the record will include the 
complete text of Mr. Purvis’ statement. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE M. PURVIS 


Mr. Chairman, my name is George M. Purvis. I am president of Ventura River 
Municipal Water District. 


VENTURA RIVER MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 


From our district’s name the impression is given that we are a city or municipal 
utility. That is not correct. 

Our district covers approximately 90,000 acres of land in the northwestern 
portion of Ventura County, of which approximately 21,000 acres are arable. 
Taking account of probable future developments with an adequate water supply, 
it is estimated that the urban area comprising the cities of Ventura and Ojai and 
several small unincorporated communities would occupy about one-third of the 
arable land. The remainder would be used for agricultural purposes. There- 
fore, while we are deeply concerned with providing an assured water supply for 
domestic and industrial use, we have an equal, if not greater concern with develop- 
ment of water for maintenance and expansion of agriculture through irrigation. 

When our district was formed in 1952 we had a choice of several types of public 
Water agencies under which to organize. In California there are water districts, 
waterworks districts, irrigation districts, conservation districts, utility districts, 
and others. After detailed study, the organization committee chose the Municipal 
Water District Act of 1911, as rewritten in 1951. This was the most up-to-date 
enabling act available, and it seemed to fill our needs. Since the act was 
rewritten in 1951 most of the new water development districts formed in Cali- 
fornia have been organized under its provisions. 

This type of district has broad powers essential to obtaining a water supply 
for all beneficial purposes. These include the authority to levy taxes, issue 
bonds, and contract with the United States and other public agencies. 

The word “municipal” in our district name is required by State law as identifi- 
cation of the act under which the district was formed, and is not a descriptive 
adjective indicating our purposes or authority. 

My purpose in appearing before you today is twofold. First, I should like to 
stress the need for development of an assured water supply in the area of our 
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district. Second, I want you to know that our people favor this particu 
project for construction by the Bureau of Reclamation and are wil 
for it. 


ling to pay 
NEED FOR WATER 


In our area there is only a very limited amount of underground water storage 


Except for the Ojai Basin, which cannot store enough water for its own needs. 
the drainage is steep and shallow When rains come the water runs off to the 
ocean. There are no deep gravels to hold and store it in for future use 
storage can be provided only by surface reservoirs. Our only surface reservoir 
is a 7,000 acre-foot reservoir created by Matilija Dam. We have dry periods 
of several years between the wet periods of heavy rainfall, which limits Matilija 
Reservoir to a present safe average annual yield of less than 2,000 
That is woefully inadequate. 

Therefore, under present conditions of irrigation and municipal and industri 
development a shortage of water exists. Ground water and surface runoff are 
used extensively for both irrigation and municipal and industrial purposes 
The present demands on these sources are exceeding the long range 


Such 


acre-fee 


sate vield 
which can be obtained from them. <A critical water supply situation for these 
uses exists under present water supply development conditions whenever a dr 
year occurs, and an extremely critical shortage exists under a series of dry 
years. Increase in irrigated acreage, therefore, will depend upon the develop 
ment of an adequate additional water supply. Likewise, municipal and indus 
trial expansion would require relatively large amounts of additional water. 

In an effort to keep up with the demand for water the city of Ventura has 
drilled several wells near the ocean. These wells are about 1,500 feet deep 
and pump from below sea level. For the past several years, these wells have 
been the principal source of water for the city during the summer months. The 
water is not very good and there is always danger of salt-water intrusion. We 
are literally mining water stored many years ago. These wells do not afford 
a permanent water supply and it would appear desirable that they be main 
tained to serve the purpose for which they were originally drilled, the provi 
sion of an emergency supply only. 

The proposed Ventura River project will provide holdover storage sufficient 
to meet increasing demands for agricultural and domestic purposes in dry 
periods as prolonged as the worst drought covered by our records. 


BACKGROUND OF REQUEST FOR RECLAMATION PROJECT 


As early as 1925 consultants were employed by local groups to consider our 
ever-increasing water problem and develop a solution. All investigators agreed 
that there was need for water-conservation facilities and each recommended 
the construction of some system of storage and conveyance works designed to 
conserve surplus water in wet cycles for use during the inevitable periods of 
drought. During those early years the need for water was not as great as it 
is now, and none of the plans was brought to fruition. 

In 1944, the Ventura County Flood Control District was formed by a special 
act of the California State Legislature. Under that act the county was divided 
into several zones. Zone 1 is roughly coextensive with Ventura River Municipal 
Water District. The Flood Control District in 1948 construeted Matilija Dam, 
providing a 7,000 acre-foot reservoir. While Matilija water has contributed to 
the supplyof water available to the Ventura River area, its safe annual yield 
of less than 2,000 acre-feet supplies only a small fraction of the need 

By 1951 a popular demand became evident for the formation of an indepen lent 
water agency with adequate authority to provide for the needs of our area 
A steering committee of interested people was organized, an election was held 
and by a two-thirds majority vote the Ventura River Municipal Water District 
was established on October 17, 1952. 

In March 1953 the district entered into a contract with the Bureau of Reg 
lamation for a study of its water problems. Each of the parties paid half of 
the costs involved. The study and report which you have before you was com 
pleted in July 1954. 

Submission of the report put before our district the problem of how to proceed 
The two practical alternatives available for consideration were (@) design and 
construction by private contract, financed by a general obligation bond issue, or 
(4) authorization and construction as a Federal reclamation project, the costs 
to be repaid by the district in accordance with reclamation law. 
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Two principal reasons convinced us that we should seek a reclamation project 
First, we and our constituents had confidence that the Bureau of Reclamation 
would design and execute complete plans for a water project that was physically 
safe, adequate to meet requirements, and economically sound. 

They were acquainted with the businesslike way the Bureau of Reclamation 
was completing the Cachuma project in our neighboring county, Santa Barbara. 
Consequently, the Bureau of Reclamation was in a position to inspire the con- 
fidence of the people of our district. 

Our second reason is related to our basic needs for water. The cost of water 
is not a major part of the budget of most industrial or municipal users, and they 
will procure what they need regardless of the cost. The same, of course, is not 
true with respect to irrigation users. The cost of water to them is a major 
item of expense and the amount they can afford to pay is definitely limited. 

If this project is authorized and constructed under reclamation law the agri 
cultural allocation, amounting to 57 percent of project costs, will be repaid 
without interest within a period of 50 years. If the project were financed by 
a local bond issue the agricultural allocation would have to be repaid with inter- 
est on a mnaximum period of 40 years from the date the money was advanced. 
Our studies indicate that the difference in cost between these alternatives is 
very substantial 

The general taxpayers, who are the indirect beneficiaries of the project, recog- 
nize the equity of and are agreeable to paying 4 portion of the agricultural water 
cost. With interest-free financing of the irrigation facilities, the difference 
between the cost of water and the amount the farmers can be expected to pay 
is not great. However, with bond financing this difference becomes unreason- 
able. Consequentiy, without reclamation financing the financial feasibility of 
the project becomes questionable. 

After considering in detail this basic problem of how to proceed, the board 
proposed that the report of the Bureau of Reclamation be processed for authori- 
zation of the project as a reclamation project, and through the press and special 
public meetings sought the people’s reaction. Endorsements of our action came 
pouring in from farm organizations, labor unions, civic groups and individuals. 
We feel that it is particularly significant that the overwhelming sentiment in 
our district favors this proposed reclamation project and that there is no sub- 
stantial opposition. 

REPAYMENT 


If the Ventura River project is authorized for construction as a reclamation 
project, our district will contract to operate the facilities and return to the 
Government an amount equal to the costs of construction. Payments would be 
made over a period of years with interest on the portion of the costs allocated 
to municipal and industrial purposes. 

It is estimated that the demand for project water will be small in the early 
years of project operation, but will increase steadily throughout the repayment 
period. In these circumstances the benefits from the project, both direct and 
indirect, will be greater in the later years of the repayment period. With this 
situation in mind our board of directors feels that repayment obligations should 
be geared to water use so that the principal burden of repayment will fall on 
those persons who are to derive the principal benefit. This is the basis of 
repayment we hope to secure when the contract between the district and the 
United States is negotiated. Attached hereto is a copy of a resolution which our 
board adopted some time ago relating to this subject. 


CONTRACT 


It is our understanding of procedure that when this project is authorized the 
district and the Bureau of Reclamation will be in a position to negotiate a contract 
for operation of the project and return to the Government of its investment 
(together with interest on the municipal and industrial allocation) pursuant to 
reclamation law. Before we execute such a contract we intend to submit the 
matter to the popular vote of the people in our district. We do not expect the 
Federal Government to commence construction of this project until our district, 
with the consent of its people, has bound itself to repay the costs involved. 

However, we feel that it is urgent that construction be commenced at the 
earliest practicable date. To this end our district is currently financing pre- 
construction work, including the preparation of final design and specifications. 
In July of 1954 we entered into a contract with the Bureau of Reclamation under 
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which they commenced this work wholly financed with district funds at an 
estimated cost of $720,000, While we understand this procedure is unusual it will 
lead to conclusion of this preconstruction work on the dam and reservoir by 
the end of this calendar year and permit actual construction as soon as the 
project is authorized and funds are available 


CONCLUSION 


The current drought period has now continued for some 10 years it 4 
reasonable to expect a period of normal rainfall to commence before very man} 
more years pass. We need to have a reservoir ready to conserve that runoff 

Mr. Chairman, we sincerely request approval of the authorization bill and 
thereafter that all possible action be taken to assure the construction of the 
Ventura River project at the earliest possible date. 


VENTURA RIVER MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT, RESOLUTION No. 65 
RESOLUTION OF POLICY CONCERNING PAYMENT OF CAPITAL COSTS 


Whereas it appears that the Congress of the United States of America during 
ts present session may authorize the Ventura River project for construction by 
the Bureau of Reclamation as a Federal reclamation project ; and 

Whereas the Bureau of Reclamation has indicated that as soon as such autho 
ization is obtained negotiation of a repayment contract between the United 
States and the Ventura River Municipal Water Ditsrict will be appropriate 

d 

Whereas section 22 of the Municipal Water District Act of 1911, under which 
the Ventura River Municipal Water District was organized, provides that, “Ths 
board of directors, so far as practicable shall fix such rate or rates for water a 
will result in revenues which will pay the operating expenses of the district 
provide for repairs and depreciation of works owned or operated by the district 
and provide a reasonable surplus for improvements, extensions, and enlarge 
ments, pay the interest on any bonded debt of the district, and provide a sinking 
or other fund for the payment of the principal of such debt as it may become 
due”; and 

Whereas it is the intention of the board in complying with this provision of the 
Municipal Water District Act of 1911 to attain as equitable a distribution of 
project costs as possible; and 

Whereas it is the opinion of this board that a repayment schedule based upo1 
and proportional to the estimated annual use of water to be developed by said 
project will attain such equitable distribution of project costs: Now, therefore 
he it 

Resolved by the Board of Directors of Ventura River Municipal Water District, 
That, in the event the construction of said project is authorized by the Congress 
f the United States of America, the declared intention and purposes of the 
hoard shall be: 

|. To establish a schedule of resale rates which, being consistent with the 
ability of water users to pay, will result in the greatest practicable portion of 
roject costs being borne by water users. 

2. To negotiate with the Bureau of Reclamation for a repayment contract 
vhich shall provide either: 

(a) That the United States of America furnish water to this district at suel 
rates as will produce revenues during a 50-year period sufficient to cover the 
osts of construction of such dam and related facilities; or 

()) That, if a repayment obligation type contract be made, the annual pay 
ments by this district to the United States of America to repay the costs of con 
struction shall be made over a period of 50 years and shall be proportional to 
the estimated annual use of water to be developed by such project. 

Passed and adopted the 11th day of May 1955. 

GEORGE M. Purvis, 
President of Ventura River Municipal Water District 

Attest: 

CHarLes W. Perit, 
Secretary of Ventura River Municipal Water District 
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Senator Minurkr. Mr. Chairman, we might lay one ghost that 
has appeared at this hearing. Has your organiz: ition made any official 
statements, or have any of its officers made any unofficial statements 
condemning the upper Colorado? 

Mr. Purvis. Senator, they certainly have not. 

Senator Mitirkin. That is false, is it? You have no mental reser- 
vations on that ¢ 

Mr. Purvis. I have no mental reservations. None of our group. 

Senator Mitirkin. We have heard otherwise. What did you call 
it,a canard ¢ 

Senator Kucnen. A rather base canard, Senator. 

Senator Warkrins. Have any of your communities passed any such 
resolutions ? 

Mr. Purvis. If the Senator is willing, I think I could bring that 
point out a little later in my testimony and shall be glad to cover it 
as far as I know anything about it. 

Senator Warxins. Well, I am perfectly willing to develop it as 
you like. 

Senator Minurkin. It does not make the slightest difference to me 
whether you did or did not. Let me make that clear. But I just 
wondered how foolish people could get to be when they are asking 
for something themselves, if they are narrow enough and foolish 
enough to condemn what somebody else is trying to do. Because there 
are some people who do not like that kind of business. I am a kind 
of a fool, and it does not make any difference to me. 

Mr. Purvis. Sometimes people are very shortsighted. 

Senator Mirniktn. That is very true. 

Senator Kucuet. Do you want to proceed on this? Do you want 
to develop this thought-control matter, Senator ? 

Senator Mitirkry. I am tired of these canards. 

Senator Kucuer. All right. Proceed, Mr. Purvis. 

Mr. Purvis. One of the problems that our community has had to 
face—and it has been covered to some extent already—is the nature 
of the erratic rainfall. We either have a feast or a famine. We have 
these dry creekbeds labeled rivers, and most of the time, if you 
have driven through California, you will know they are dry. But at 
other times they have a great deal of water in them. 

Our communities got along with this trick of nature up until about 
1925. By that time, the demands from agriculture and the munici- 
palities had become so great for water that they could not suffer in 
silence any longer, and they agreed they would have to do something 
about it. So they hired an engineer, a Mr. Lippincott, I believe, to 
try to find a solution for it. 

He made a survey, and he found that they were getting from the 
ground all of the water that could be practically pumped. And the 
only way they could develop new water was to take care of the runoff 
that was wasting to the ocean. He assured them that there was 
sufficient water there, and that was the only way they could lick their 
problem. 

They accepted the report. But I suppose the next year it rained. 
There are occasional good rains. At least nothing constructive fol- 
lowed the survey. 

The years drifted along, and occasional reports again were made. 
A bond issue was brought up at one time, but the day of the election 
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good rain came and the bond issue failed. By 1944, the people 
realized that they must do something definite. So they formed, 
throughout the county of Ventura, the Ventura County Flood Con- 
trol District. I have'a map which indicates this district. 

They divided the county into zones. The district that [ am repre- 
senting here | points to map| at the present time is located within 
zone 1, Another was zone 2, and another one zone 3. ‘These were the 
miportant ones. The lands that were thought to require ho develop- 
ment were placed into zone 4. So the important ones were 
three | indicating |. 

These three zones were operated by the county board of supe 
visors, acting as a flood-control district—a unique situation, in that 
each zone could function by itself, while the whole board directed the 
itlairs of the district. Each zone could levy taxes, build dams, pipe- 
lines, and so forth independently of the others. 

Eight years slipped by, and nothing of any significance had been 

«complished. The people in this area, again (that I represent), said, 

“This must not be the answer. It appears that this vehicle is not 

voing to take us where we want to go.” Meetings were held through 

ur area again, and finally they said, “We will have to set up a new 
water district, a district that is designed for water development alone, 

ith directors who are interested in water development alone, whose 
interests do not go into other fields, as the board of supervisors neces- 
<arily have to do.” 

They had three reasons for coming to this conclusion. One reason 
is that zone 2 had already come to that conclusion 2 or 3 years before 
ind practically had withdrawn. from the overall district by setting 
ip a water district of their own. 

The second reason was that during this 8 years, the supervisors had 
huilt one little 7,000-acre-foot reservoir up here | indicating], with 
many attendant unfortunate details that left a bad taste in the peo- 
ple’s mouths—a bad taste as far as any kind of water development 
was concerned. 

So our people said, “We had better form a water district for the 
sole purpose of developing water.” Labor, industry, the Grange, all 
the people, got together, and organized under a good act called the 
Municipal Water District Act of California. 

As soon as we were organized, our directors got together. We had 
no money. We had no ‘office. We had no staff. We had only one 
thing. We had a determination to do something as quickly as possible. 

A canvass of the sentiment in the district as to ways that we might 
proceed resulted in the conclusion that our community would best be 
erved through the efforts of the Reclamation Bureau. 

Senator Minirq1n. Mr. Chairman, may I ask: 

How many people have you in Ventura at the present time 

Mr. Purvis. In the city of Ventura, we have approximately 25,000 
people. In the district, we have about 45,000, at the present time. 

Senator Miniikrn. How far out from Ventura is the district / 

Mr. Purvis. It is not a large district. This distance from Ventura, 
which is approximately in this location [indicating] would go up pos- 
sibly 15 miles. 


Senator Minr1xrx. How many people did you say are in the dis- 
trict? 


Mr. Purvis. About 45,000. 


these 
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This was in the spring of 1953. when the Reclamation Bureau got 
started on the investigation. 

Again, they had no money set aside for this, and neither did we, 
hut we borrowed $30,000 and got them started on the feasibility studies 
immediately. 

By constant coope ration between our district and the Bureau of 
Reclamation, they were able to bring out results of their studies 1 vear 
later, which is »bout 50 percent of the time they originally contem 
pls ated would be necessary for the study. The sy said, “Y ou have plenty 


of water wasting away if you would save it. You have the ability to 


yay for it. We recommend a 250,000-acre-foot reservoir, at a cost of 
$2714, million.” 
And then our question was: “What do we do now ¢ 


Their answer was that the report had to be written up, that it had 
to be submitted to all the agencies, and that it would take several 
months before we could be ready to come to you gentlemen for authori- 
zation. 

So, knowing the urgency of our situation, we said, “What is there 
that we can do to speed our project along? Is there not some way we 
can telescope these activities?” Then we came up with the idea of 
preconstruction work. 

Now, we had no money for such work. Nor would the Bureau 
match funds on such work. But we borrowed the money, which we 
have been able to repay by taxes. And we have not paid all of this 

$720,000. We had to stretch it over a 2-year period in order to be able 

) pay for it. But we are having that work done at the present time, 

an it has been going on for several months. 

Senator Mitiuikin. What is the nature of that work? 

Mr. Purvis. The nature of the work is to go into the reservoir area 
and to make many test holes to test further the depth to which the 
footings, and so on, will have to be made: drifts back into the moun- 
tain to discover the nature of the soil and rock; and testing to find 
out what borrow materials can be used to build the dam. Then assem- 
bling of this information and a final design of the dam and the pipe- 
lines and regulating reservoirs would complete the work. 

Senator Miiur«in. It looks like you made a very intelligent effort 
to get that thing started. 

Mr. Purvis. We thought so; although not everybody agreed. Some 
thought we were going out on a limb, that we were going too fast, 
that maybe there would be a hitch in the project and ‘that we would 
lose our money. We knew that, too. But because of the urgency 
of the situation, we thought we were justified in doing so. 

That brings us up to the present time. We have all of our reports 
in to the Bureau of the Budget. You have heard the recommenda- 
tions of Mr. Dexheimer, who has been good enough to visit our proj- 
ect, as has Senator Kuchel, Senator Knowland, and of course, Con- 
gressman Teague. They are beginning to share the same urgency 
that we feel about our project. 

So we leave it now in your hands. We sincerely hope that authori- 


zation will come this session, and that by the next session with our 


preconstruction work done, you may have an appropriation that will 
enable us to get under way at once. 


nena 
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As has been pointed out, we have gone through nl dry period, \ 
other vear or so may bring an extremely wet period. In 1941, 250,000 


acre-feet wasted away from the Ventura River into the ocean; enough 
water, if it were impounded in this large reservoir, to fill it in 1 vear. 

I am not saying it is possible to fill in 1 year, even if such a rain 

‘ame again, because of the nature of the conduit that goes across 
the re Indic: ating |. Ive hh ing rood Vears, it would take wpproximiate ly 
5 ve ars to fill. During a dry period, the Bureau estimates the rese1 
voir would fill in 20 years. 

If ] may, Mr. C hairman, I should just like to show some of the re 
sults of water shortages In our area: and, again, what we could do if 
we had suflicient water. 

[ was traveling in the Ojai Valley a short time ago, and I saw some 
thing that was even a surprise to me—a citrus orchard completely lost 
because of lack of water. I would not give you the idea that the Ojai 
Valley isa barren valley. It is a beautiful valley. It has many {fine 
citrus orchards. But nevertheless, this drought condition has crept 
in, and we are beginning to lose our Investments, as vou Cah see. 
Cattle are grazing in 60 acres of oranges. 

You ask about the price of our better citrus land? Well, recently 
10 acres changed hands for $167,000. 

To the le ft of this pic ture is also some fine pote ntial avoeado land. 
It looks just like a dry field and a barren hillside. But it happens to 
be ina relatively frost free area. That hillside could be planted 
avocados, one of our coming valuable crops. 

Here isa closeup that May elve ul little better iden of what these dena 
trees look like. 

Note on the right-hand side the valve and the pump, which is unable 
to serve this area because of the drought—no water to pump. Lest 
vou get the idea that that is all we have, let me show you some of ow 
fine orchards from which we get high production. This is the thing 
we could have if we had water [| indicating |. 

Senator Kucuen. Thank you very much, Mr. Purvis. 

Are there any questions / 

Senator Warktins. I would like to inquire of the witness why it is 
not possible for the people in that area to handle it as an ordinary de 
ve lopme nt proposition, by organizing prope ‘rly and issuin ¢ bonds and 
getting the money that way. Why, in other words, do you have to 
come to the Federal Government / 

Mr. Purvis. I do not blame you for asking that question, and I 
think if I were in your place I would be asking the same question. 
I think possibly if you were in my place, you would be saying the 
same thing that [ am here. 

Senator Warktns. I could; only I would have to say peaches 
and apples, and that sort of thing, up in my area. We have 
had lots of orchards abandoned there because of lack of water, 
drought. Fields of alfalfa, pastures I could go on for half an hour 
describing the effects in my State that droughts have had on f: ums 
that have been developed at great costs. IT can understand full well 
what a drought means. Ihave been through them many times. You 
say I can say the same thing. Ican if vou will just change the names 
of the crops. 
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Mr. Purvis. I think I might point out 2 or 3 reasons why I fee! 
that Federal financing is justified. 

No. ] is the problems that we have involved in getting our people 
together to take some concerted action. We have had some difficulties 
under private development, as I started to point out, with the Ven- 
tura Flood Control District. Our people seem to have an apathy for 
this tvpe of development. 

Now, maybe they are to blame for that. Maybe that is inexcusable. 
But we know that that is just the situation—that to get our people 
to take some concerted action for a bond issue would be extremely, 
difficult. 

Senator Warktins. May I ask you this question: [ understand vou 
difficulties in organizing. I had the same difficulties. because I was 
the cveneral counsel for a project in my own State, and I took a lon 1g 
time to convert them to the point that they had to do something On 
their water supply. 

You have a difficulty selling your own people, where you know 
they will benefit. But from the standpoint of financing, do you have 


1 


enoug! values there that this could be financed by the peop le them 
elves. on an ordinarv commercial transaction / 

Mir. Purvis. That is right. That was one of our problems. 

Now. the second one is this: that we could finance it from a munic 
ipal and industrial an ale 

Senator Warkins. And pay for the entire project ? 

Mr. Purvis. For municipal and industrial use. But according to 
what our engineers tell me, we cannot make a going proposition of 
providing water for agriculture, because of the high costs of the water 
for that alone. Our interest rate would cause the costs of agricul 
tural water to practically double, and we just simply could not make 
a go of it from that point of view. And as a result, our agriculture 
would have to get along as they are now doing. 

For the third reason, and I guess this just gets into a matter of 
philosophy, the reclamation law makes these things available to us. 
I suppose those Congressmen who put these laws on the books felt 
that it was a good thing for the country. And I agree. It is. It 
makes this project possible for us, where it would not otherwise be 
possible. 

We can make this country really come to fruition if we have water. 
If we do not have water our lands and people will suffer. 

Senator Warkins. What you are trying to say, then, is this: that 
the cities and the industrial users, the municipalities and the indus- 
trial users, could bond that and take care of their own water supply. 
They could do that all right. 

Mr. Pr RVIS. I believe they could l. 

Senator Warktins. There is no particular difficulty in finding 
people to buy the bonds, and they would be able to pay back the entire 
cost for the water that they would need. 

Mr. Purvis. That is my understanding. 

Senator Watkins. But the farmer end of it, the agricultural end 
you could not do that there. That is beyond your capacity to do and 
your ability to pay. 

Mr. Purvis. That is the way it is, ves. 

Senator Warkins. Is that the fact? Is that the fact. that it is 
bevond your ability to do? 
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Mr. Purvis. As far as I know, it is, yes. 

Senator Warkins. There ought to be some basis to show that. 
Because ordinarily the reclamation program was adopted for the 
purpose of doing those necessary things for the people that they 
could not do for themselves. That is the reason I am asking these 
questions. And that ought to be one of the tests for a reclamation 
project. 

Mr. Purvis. Senator, if you would like to go into this a little fur- 
ther, our engineer, Mr. Bennett. is here, and I believe he knows 
these details better than I do, and he would be glad to testify. 

Senator WATKINs. You are one of the board of directors, the presi 
dent of it, are you not ? 

Mr. Purvis. Yes. 

Senator Warkins. You know whether or not it would be possible 
for you to go out and bond that area 5 pul in your canals : and reservoirs 
for the use of the farmers. You know whether it would be possible 
to get the money privately or through the ordinary business channels. 

Mr. Purvis. Our district has pretty good credit. 

Senator Watkins. Well, they could have good credit for the smalle1 
things, but how about the total cost of a project of this kind? Could 
vou build a project just for the agriculturists alone / 

Mr. Purvis. Oh, no. We could not do that. That is out of the pic- 
ture. You see, we have pumping costs 

Senator Watkins. Why is it that you are not getting che help? 
Because you cannot pay it, or because they just do not want to help 
you out ¢ 

Mr. Purvis. As Mr. Hamilton pointed out, even with the benefits of 
reclamation, we still have to ask the municipal and industrial areas to 
help out the agricultural end of it to some extent. 

Senator Watkins. That means that you are paying all you can, and 
if you paid all you could possibly pay you could not. pay caaanh to 
pay the costs of that, even when they joined with you and took part 
of the water themselves. 

Mr. Purvis. That is right. 

Senator Watkins. That is what I am trying to find out, if that is 
the situation. I thought with that rich ground down there you 
farmers might have a type of project that would be financially fea- 
sible without the help of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Purvis. It just could not be. 

Senator Watkins. Well, now, that is the kind of pee ts we have. 
So you come in within our class, where we need the help, and we do 
not hesitate to come in and say we will pay it all back. We cannot 
finance it ourselves, so we come in and ask the Federal Government to 
take it under the reclamation law, which was designed for that very 
purpose. 

Mr. Purvis. I would like to explain just one thing further, that I 
sidestepped a few moments ago, and that was your question with re- 
gard to, let me say, some offensive resolution. 

I have intimated that a number of our problems on our water de 
velopment arose from some actions of the Flood Control Board. They 
are the ones that introduced this resolution. 

Senator Warkins. Which resolution 4 
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NI ra RVIS. At least | heard some reference to it. sole problem 
here, We have had no part of that. We are sympathetic to the 

terests and the needs for water in areas in our State and out of our 
State. and we are certainly not taking any steps to Oppose the project 
1 other States 

[ want to make that very clear for myself, for the men who are 
ere. ana for the COMMUN! t\ tut large, Mure “litor, Mr. Pinke rton, hi as 
written editorials, particularly after Congressman Aspinall visited our 
area, and indicated our sympathy with his problems. 

Senator Minnrmkin. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the witness: 
Pell us a little bit about your water district. Under the law of Cali- 
ia. how do you organize a district of that kind ¢ 

Mr. Purvis. Senator, when we want to organize a district of that 
sort, first of all, we have to have community interest. We hold meet- 
ings. In this ease, we had labor that really initiated some of the 
early meetings. And a group ot people vot together and decided that 
some action should be taken. 

We circulated petitions calling for an election. Then, at a stated 
time, an election was held, and the people in the community had 
the opportunity to vote as to whether they wanted to form this par- 
ticular district. The district was approved by a 2 to 1 vote. 

Senator Minurki~. What opportunity will the people have to vote 
on what you are proposing to clo here 

Mr. Purvis. As soon as this project is authorized, we expect to nego- 
tiate a repayment contract stating just how we expect to bind ourselves 
to the repayment of the debt. Then we will submit that to a vote 
the peop le. Weare very sure that our people will approve the contrac 
that we negotiate. 

But we will not enter into anything and will not sign anything until 
it has been submitted to the people. 

Senator Mintimkin. Who has the authority to levy the taxes? 

Mr. Purvis. The board of directors. 

Senator Minuikin. And they will levy the taxes necessary to see that 
a repayment is made of the contract that is entered into; is that right? 

Mr. Purvis. They will. 

Senater Miruikrn. That is all I wanted to know. You have no 
doubt about the willingness of the people to approve that kind of 
plat ¢ 

Mr. Purvis. T have no doubt at all. 

Senator Mrizi«krn. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Wartxtns. I have one further question, there. 

[t was indicated, I think, by the previous witness that you people 
were willing to sign a contract for repayment before construction 
begins. 

Mr. Purvis. That was our intention. We would not want to spend 
the mer vy that would bind the people to anything until the people 
had had a chance to decide for themselves that that was what they 
wanted to do. 

Senator Watkrns. I do not think the Bureau of Reclamation would 
accept a contract unless it had been submitted to your property owners 
within the district. As I understand it, the usual program of the 
Bureau is to obtain a repayment contract on all of these projects be- 
fore construction begins. So that would just be following the regular 


for 
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pattern, in doing this. However, in Central Valley, I think that was 
not the case. 

Mr. Purvis. I understood there had been exceptions. 

Senator Watkins. But when any project started, we had to have 
a repayment contract signed. 

Mr. Purvis. We have assured our people that we will not enter 
into a contract without submitting it to them for a vote. 

Senator Watkins. I notice you said something about flood control 
in that area. Was there an attempt to get a flood control project 
there ¢ 

Mr. Purvis. No: there was not. It just happens to be a title 
the act under which the district organized. 

Senator WarTkrins. If you could have got a flood control act, you 
would not have had to p Ly any of it a 

Mr. Purvis. We are going to pay it all back. 

Senator WATKINS. I do not ell any further questions. 

Senator Kucnen. Congressman Teague? 

Representative Tracur. I just think the record ought to be ab 
solutely clear on one thing. The statement Mr. Purvis and ] wet 
was a thousand percent correct, that this Ventura Municipal Wa 
District has entered into no resolution nor taken any action in epee 
sition to the upper Colorado River project. 

But apparently, I am now informed, the Board of Supervisors of 
Ventura County, saw fit to pass such a resolution. That is probably 
what the Senator had in mind. 

Senator Watkins. Do you know whether the board of supervisors 
are now in favor of the Ventura project / 

Representative Tracur. Oh, yes. 

Senator Watkins. And do we have their resolution ? 

Senator Kucnet. I just made it a part of the record. 

Senator Watkins. Well, we are glad to know they are in favor 
of one reclamation project. 

Senator MILLIKIN. I want to say again: It does not make a bit of 
cee to me whether they did or did not pass such a resolution. 

I think people can be perfect fools in rendering disservice to their 
own interests, and you have to save them against that when they 
do it. 

Mr. Purvis. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Kucuen. That is your usual broadminded and statesman 
like approach to a problem of this kind, Senator. 

Senator Watkins. May I say that I . We great sympathy for this 
community, because I know what they go through. We have gone 
through in our State identical situations. But I am probably not in 
the best mood this morning. I have just been talking to some Cali 
fornians about seeing whether they would not support a project in 
my State and the upper basin States. They were not friendiy. So 
I had the wrong mood when I came in here. Towever, you are 
getting me mellow now. 

Senator Kucnent. We have one more witness, Mr. Neil Ensech, a 
farmer of the area. 

Mr. Ensch, we have a little time problem, so will you expedite your 
statement as much as possible / 
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STATEMENT OF NEIL ENSCH, FARMER, OJAI, CALIF. 


Mr. a fi. Ty il] kee p> it brief, Mr. Chairman. 
men, my name is Neil Ensch. I am the 


Mr. harman and velit 

anaging partner of a farming company at Ojai. We have 18,000 
trees, ranging’ trom 2 to 45 year of age, and our problem is water, 
| don't want to be a twa a SO | W ill give you a few comparisons and 


Stop. 

We acquired the ranch in 1937. We had 2 wells on the ranch then, 
both less than 300 feet deep. Now we have 6 wells. The deepest is 740 
feet. We cannot drill more. There is no use to drill more. We do not 
put more water in the basin by drilling. And we have not found that 
we increased our water supply greatly by drilling the additional wells. 

The water costs are high. We cannot go ahead and plan future de- 
velopment. The trees cannot be put in cold storage, when we have a 
drought evele. During the pre sent cycle we have been fortunate 
enough to have had a wet year once in awhile that pulled us out of 
bad situation. 

Our low point in production was 1951. Th: at was a dry year, when 
several of our farmer neighbors were out of water entirely. We had 
some. Our production that year was 36,000 field boxes of oranges 
which is red ink. The following year, the winter of 1951-52, was a 
wet winter, and the trees came back, and we had production of 59,000 
field boxes, which was os it should be. 

The year after that, e production was 76,000 boxes—which indi- 

‘ates that it is a good area, good for citrus. We have the soil and the 
climate. If we had the water, there would be no question but what we 
could go ahead and run our business as industry and other lines of 
economy do. 

The difference, possibly, between some segments of agriculture is 
the annual crops or the row crops. If you lose a crop, you can plant 
another one. Or if you know the year is going to be dry, or if you are 
ina dry cycle, you do not do anything. 

With ours, we are stuck with our life’s work. And many of these 
neighbors of mine have worked hard and have done the work them- 
selves, and now they are old, and they see a probability of losing their 
entire life’s work just because of lack of water. 

Now, there is plenty of surplus water, as the witnesses have said, 
during periods of rainfall. And if this could be stored to take us over 
the dry cycles, we would have a stable economy. 

The crops, principally citrus, in the area, certainly are not in surplus 
supply nationally, and I know of no crops in the area that are. 

There is an area to be de veloped, and I would like to submit a picture, 
quickly, which shows a lemon grove. The Senator from California will 
appreciate this. This grove a couple of years ago produced 13,000 
boxes from 10 acres. That is 1,300 boxes an acre. The price of that 
fruit grossed well over $2. It probably netted over $2 a box. 

Senator Warkrys. How m: iny boxes per acre ? 

Mr. Enscn. 1,300 boxes. He has water. There is this place across 
the street. I am at present clearing it. And as soon as I know there 
can be water, I will do the same with this [indie ating]. 

People have asked me why? I don’t know. It is in your blood. 
If vou are a farmer, you are foolish. You can make a lot more money 
in other lines of endeavor, but farming is what you like to do. 
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And Iam here today not only for myself, but my neighbors. Our 
vrove is the largest in the area. There are a few of them that are 
60 acres. The rest are 40, 30,10, and some 5. And all of us ask you 
to take the politics out of it. We are asking for survival. Because 
in orange tree without water cannot exist. And if we are to continue 
to exist and further develop the area, it will be hecessary to store 
these surplus waters. 

Senator Warkins. How long have you lived there in Ventura 
County, Mr. Ensch / 

Mr. Enscu. We acquired the grove in — 

Senator Watkins. In your judgment, can you state what the feel 

¢ among the farming population of se area is with respect to this 
scant 

Mr. Enscu. Very definitely. 

Senator Warkrns. In favor of it ? 

Mr. Ensen. Very definitely. What else is there? We are out on 
‘limb a mile long. And it is a terrific investment; your life’s work. 

Senator Warkins. Why did you plant those farms if the water sup- 
ply was as searce as you said it was? Was it overextended / 

Mr. Enscu. It was overextended. 

Senator WaTkINs. Just because of some change in the natural situ- 
tion there as compared to what it was when the orchards were planted ? 

Mr. Enscn. That is true. A dry cycle. And planting more acres 
before we knew. 

Senator WATKINS. Why should they plant more acres when you are 
already short of water / 

Mr. Enscu. Well, that isthe American way. As I say, we go ahead 
and do these things. This agriculture is the least exact science of any 


that I know. And it does not make sense, but you — it. You get 
a wet vear and everybody feels wonder ful, and they ant to do some- 


thing. And you go ahead and doit. It is silly, Senator. Sometimes 
[ wonder why I ever got up there. 

Senator Warkrns. I think I can understand your situation. T have 

couple of fruit farms that my family has been arguing about for 
vears. I think it does get in the blood. 

Mr. Enscn. Iam sure you can understand. 

Senator Warkrins. I think you described it better than it has been 
described, as a sort of foolishness. 

Mr. Enscu. Well, this isserious. With us it istragic. It really is. 
We cannot go on much longer. 

Senator Kucnen. Senators, I think you will be interested. The 
large city is the city of, as it used to be called, San Buena Ventura. 
How old is that city ? 

Mr. Enscu. It was founded by the Padres of 1780, I believe. 

Representative TEAGUE. The mayor says 1782, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kucuen. So they have been up there, you know, quite a 
little while, gentlemen. This runs back to the d: ays ‘before the count ry 
vas founded. 

Any questions from the members of the committee ? 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Lrnewraver. Mr. Fred W. Peel, an attorney in this city, asked 
permission, Mr. Chairman, to file a statement possibly next week on 

ehalf of the Hoffman-Casitas Ranch. 
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Senator KUCHEL, In opposition to the bill ? 

Mr. Linewraver. No, he does not say he is in opposition. He just 
wants permission to file a statement. 

Senator Kccnen. Well, now, I do not know when the subcommittee 
will meet. I assume it will meet shortly. 

Is he here inthe room? Is the gentleman present ¢ 

Mr. Pee. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucne.. How long would it take you to formulate the 
tatement 7 

Mr. Peer. Just a few days, Actually, I could tell vou what they 
want to make a statement on. or what they presently plan to make a 
statement on. and that is a request that the 160-acre limitation be re 


noved. I do not have sufficient data on it, and that is the reason | 
do not want to filea statement now. But I eather that that will affect 


them part enlarly, and t l¢ are the people whose ranch will be Hlooded 
by such a project. 

Senator Kucnern. You may file such a statement. I would like to 
have the record closed as soon a possible, Would it be reasonable for 
vou to prepare it and present it to the staff of the committee by Friday 


of 


S week 


Ir. Peer. I believe so. 
Mr. Peel subsequently advised the committee, his chents would not 

file a statement. ) 

Senator Kucnen. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Minnimkin. Mr. Chairman, is the Senate bill exactly the 
same as the House bill ¢ 

Senator Kucnen. Yes. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Is Mr. Bennett he 

Have you any idea how soon the B 
this with any suggested amendments 4 

Mr. Bennerr (Elmer Bennett. Legislative Counsel, Interior Depart 
ment). There is some material before the Bureau ot the Budget, and 
I am not able to advise when clearance will be secured. Howeve is 
f will convey the committee’s desire to the Department, with the view 


re? 


udget Bureau is going to cleaq 


of expediting clearance. 
The following letter and enclosure were later received for the 


record :) 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HovuSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C... June 9, 1955 


Re Ventura River project 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Suite 224, Senate Office Building, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: Enclosed herewith is a resolution from the Ojai Valley Business 
Association regarding the Ventura River project, with the request that it be 

dea part of the hearings to be held on this matter 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES M. TeaGue, M. C 
( \ s s ASSOCIATION 


OJAI, CALIF. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas the needs and demands for water in the Ojai Valley for agricultural 
uestic purposes exceeds the water supply now available: and 
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Whereas this situation is imperiling our orange orchards and our other ag 
cultural pursuits, preventing planting and stopping the development of new 
homes; and 

Whereas construction of the Casitas Dam as outlined by the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation will provide the most economical and possible solution to this prob 
lem: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we, the business, professional and agricultural people of the 
Ojai Valley hereby go on record as favoring the authorization of construction of 
the Casitas Dam by the Bureau of Reclamation at the earliest possible date. 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS, 

OJAI VALLEY BUSINESS ASSOCIATION, 
GEORGE E, MEINIG, Chairman. 
HakoLtp M. Riper, Secretary-Manager. 

Dated May 20, 1955. 


(The reports of the Department of the Interior and Bureau of the 
Budget ordered printed are as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 12, 1950. 
Hon. SAM RAYBURN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

My DrEAR Mr. SPEAKER: My report on the Ventura project, California, is trans- 
mitted herewith pursuant to the provisions of section 9 (a) of the Reclama- 
tion Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat, 1187). 

The report presents a plan for furnishing an average of 27,800 acre-feet of 
water annually for irrigation and for municipal and industrial purposes in 
Ventura County ip the vicinity of the city of Ventura. The project works 
would consist primarily of Casitas Dam and Reservoir, Robles diversion dam, 
Robles-Casitas Canal, and a main conduit system for carrying the water to the 
various service areas. The project is urgently needed to permit expansion of 
irrigation and industry and to serve the municipal requirements of this rapidly 
growing, water-scarce area. 

The estimated cost based on January 1954 prices, which are approximately the 
same as current prices, is $27,669,000. A total of $778,000 will have been con- 
tributed by the water users prior to construction of the project, if authorized, 
for investigations and for preconstruction activities. The remainder, except 
for $169,000 which could be assigned to minimum basic recreational facilities 
is allocated to irrigation and to municipal and industrial water supply and will 
be repaid within a 50-year period including a 10-year deveopment period. As 
is customary, repayment of costs allocated to municipal and industrial water 
purposes would include interest. Total benefits are estimated to exceed costs 
in the ratio of 4.25 to 1.0, with primary benefits exceeding costs by a margin of 
1.76 to 1.0. 

Copies of the proposed report of the Secretary of the Interior were trans- 
mitted to the State of California and to the Secretary of the Army for their 
views and recommendations in accordance with the provisions of section 1 of 
the Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944, and to the agencies represented on 
the Interagency Committee on Water Resources for their information and com- 
ments. Copies of all comments which have been received are enclosed with 
the report. 

The report and copies of all comments received were transmitted to the 
President. Enclosed is a copy of the letter of comments of June 29, 1955, from 
Assistant Director, Bureau of the Budget, Donald R. Belcher. 

Sincerely yours, 
DovueLtas McKay, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


Identical letter to Hon. Richard M. Nixon, President of the Senate, United 
States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., June 29, 1955. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: This will acknowledge receipt of Acting Secretary 
Davis’ letter of June 14, 1955, requesting advice concerning the relationship 
to the program of the President of your proposed report on the Ventura River 
project, California. 

The report recommends a multiple-purpose project involving the storage of 
water primarily for irrigation and municipal and industrial uses. The estimated 
total cost, based on January 1954 prices, is $27,669,000, of which $26,891,000 
is Federal and $778,000 is non-Federal. The report states that $26,722,000 of 
the Federal cost, consisting of $15,319,000 for irrigation and $11,403,000 for 
municipal and industrial supply purposes, is reimbursable, and $169,000 for 
recreational facilities is nonreimbursable. The non-Federal cost consists of a 
contribution of $778,000 by the Ventura River Municipal Water District formed 
in October 1952. 

The average annual total benefits are $4,374,000, of which $1,809,000 are pri- 
mary and $2,565,000 are secondary. The annual cost is estimated at $1,028,000. 
The overall project benefit-cost ratios are 4.25 based on total benefits and 1.76 
based on primary benefits. Corresponding benefit-cost ratios for irrigation are 
3.90 and 1.56, respectively, and for municipal and industrial water are 4.44 
and 1.71, respectively. 

The report indicates that project revenues from the sale of irrigation and 
municipal and industrial water, together with receipts from an ad valorem 
tux levy on the district's assessed valuation, presently estimated to be $185 
million, will repay the municipal and industrial water allocation at 2.5 percent 
interest in 40 years and the irrigation allocation in 50 years, including a 10-year 
development period. 

It is noted that definite contractual arrangements for repayment of reim- 
bursable costs have not been completed but that the Ventura River Municipal 
Water District, representing the project water users, contemplates repayment 
of these costs by a combination of water tolls and tax assessments. The water 
users would repay $3,227,000 for irrigation and $11,248,500 for municipal and 
industrial water or a total of $14,470,500. The balance, including interest on the 
municipal and industrial water investment, of $19,403,118 would be repaid 
through a general tax levy which would involve a maximum annual rate of 
approximately $0.30 per hundred dollars of assessed valuation. 

The report recommends that a study be made of fish and wildlife resources 
after project authorization and that such modification in the authorized project 
facilities as may be found appropriate to preserve and propagate these resources 
be made by the Secretary of the Interior. The Department contemplates that 
any additional costs for this purpose would be nonreimbursable. 

The Department of Agriculture questions whether farmers will make neces- 
sary investments to expand irrigation to the full project potential in view of 
annual water charges of $25 per acre-foot or an average of more than $50 per 
acre annually. The State of California is in agreement with the objectives of 
the project. 

The Bureau of the Budget believes that— 

(1) In view of the possibilities that irrigation may not expand to the extent 
anticipated in the report, and in order to protect the Federal investment, con- 
struction of the project, if authorized, should be contingent upon the Ventura 
River Municipal Water District assuming financial responsibility for the project 
and executing a repayment contract with the Federal Government for the 
repayment of all reimbursable costs within a period of 50 years. 

(2) Where proposed recreational facilities are not of national significance, 
as in the case of the Ventura River’ project, they should not be included in the 
project report unless States and local governments agree to repay the costs. 
However, such minimum basic facilities and services, as may be needed for the 
general protection and operation of the project area and for the accommoda- 
tion or protection of the visiting public, should be considered necessary adjuncts 
to construction and operation, and their costs should be allocated to the major 
purposes of the project. 

(3) With respect to fish and wildlife, the costs for correcting any damages 
to fish and wildlife caused by the project should be treated as part of the con- 
struction costs and allocated to the various purposes in the same manner as 
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other damages, including relocations. To the extent that works to be con 
structed would be in the nature of an expansion of the fish and wildlife resources 
of the area they would fall into either of two classes. On those of a purely 
local nature the cost should be fully reimbursed by States, local governments, or 
local interests. If of national significance they should be authorized and financed 
as a part of the regular fish and wildlife program or authorizing language should 
be submitted to the Congress stating the maximum amount of such costs which 
would be borne by the Federal Government. 

Your proposed report presents a very beneficial water resource project for 
the Ventura River Basin. The benefit-cost ratios based only on their direct 
benefits are favorable for both the irrigation and the municipal and industrial 
water features. Also, the analysis given in your report shows the project to be 
sound financially, with full repayment of the Federal reimbursable investments 
scheduled within a period of 50 years, including a 10-year development period 
for irrigation. 

Accordingly, you are advised that (1) subject to your consideration of the 
above comments there would be no objection to the submission of your report 
to the Congress, and (2) we would recommend that any legislation authorizing 
the proposed project incorporate the conditions set forth above concerning 
the financial responsibility for repayment of all reimbursable costs within a 
period of 50 years, and the provision of recreational and fish and wildlife facili- 
ties. No commitment, however, can be made at this time as to when any esti 
mate of appropriation would be submitted for construction of the project, if 
authorized by the Congress, since this would be governed by the President's 
budgetary objectives as determined by the then prevailing fiscal situation 

We would appreciate having a copy of this letter included with your report 
when it is submitted to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
DONALD R. BELCHER, 
issistant Director. 


Senator Kucuen,. Thank you very much, gentlemen. The hearing 
is concluded and a further report of the Department with comments 
of the Bureau of the Budget thereon will be incorporated in the record 
when received. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the hearing was adjourned till the call 
of the Chair.) 








